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EDITOR'S FOREWORD
H. Martin Wobst
University of Massachusetts, Amherst

What role does research on Eastern Europe play in the concerns of
American anthropologists?

To arrive at an approximate answer to this

question, I subjected three representative sources to closer scrutiny:
1) doctoral dissertations in anthropology recently completed in North
American universities, as they are listed annually in the Guide to
Departments of Anthropology, published by the American Anthropological
Association; 2) American Ethnologist, the premier quarterly periodical
published by and for American cultural anthropologists; and 3) Annual
Review of Anthropology, which publishes for an international readership
topical papers that

summa~ize

and highlight the state of the art in the

four subfields of American anthropology.

These three publication chan-

nels; in the order given, represent a general progression from the most
recently completed primary research (doctoral dissertations), to
article-length statements based on primary research by both young and
more established scholars and filtered by peer review (American Ethnologist), to retrospective and prospective, highly synthetic, secondary literature in which established scholars reflect upon recently
completed primary research (Annual Review of Anthropology).
From my cursory review it is clear that the political, social,
cultural, and economic transformations in the socialist countries of
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Eastern Europe (inclusive of the Soviet Union) continue to be of marginal interest, at best, to the mainstream of American anthropology.
For example, out of more than 2,000 doctoral dissertations in anthropology completed between 1977 and 1981 (the most recent years for
which these figures are available), only 17
day Eastern Europe.

(.3%) deal with present-

The majority of these dissertations, moreover,

deal with presocialist or prehistoric developments or are focussed
outside of cultural anthropology.

Clearly, there is little concern

among North American anthropologists for this part of the world, and
certainly there is nothing to indicate that there might be a gradual
increase in their interest.
John

w.

This finding is in sharp contrast to

Cole's article .,Anthropology Comes Part-Way Home:

Community

Studies in Europe," Annual Review of AnthropologY 6:349-378 (1977),
in which he pointed to a retooling of American cultural anthropologists toward research in Europe.

In short, socialist Eastern Europe

does not contribute to this trend.
Similarly, during its first nine years (1974-1982), American
Ethnologist published only three papers that dealt with data from this
part of the world

(.8%

of almost 400 papers published).

Apparently,

what is true of primary research in the entire discipline is true also of research in American cultural anthropology, and what applies to
the first research efforts of budding professionals holds also 'for
primary research that is seasoned and filtered by national peer review.

On the other hand, a great deal of published research is concerned
with Australia, Melanesia, Micronesia, New Guidea, and a number of
other pet anthropological research arenas.
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If we are looking for

trends, trendy researchers are not very likely to be found in Eastern
Europe.
Finally, I looked through all of the references cited in the last
five volumes of the Annual Review of Anthropology (1978-1982).

Of 5,600

references containing any indication of place or research area, only 61
(l.OS%) referred to Eastern Europe.

Among these references the vast

majority were again in the subfields of anthropological linguistics,
archaeology, and biological anthropology.

Those investigators who are

nationally of high visibility do not include Eastern Europe in their
cross-cultural scan when they are looking for the cutting edge of research; topics that are of major current interest are argued with data
that leave the area of Eastern Europe a virtual blank, and investigators
who have focussed on Eastern Europe continue to be relatively marginal
to the anthropological mainstream.
Given that the socialist countries of Eastern Europe occupy some
17.84% of the world • s land surface and certainly have not been a quiet
backwater to significant sociocultural transformations during the last
forty years, the general lack of interest in, and cormnitment to, this
part of the world in American anthropology is all the more striking.
What is to blame?
It is doubtful that there is any single "prime mover" that would
account for the existing malaise.

Instead, a whole constellation of in-

terrelated reasons exist that have prevented Eastern Europe from
its rightful place in the anthropological limelight.

a~suming

They are partially

• to be found in the historical predilection of American anthropologists
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for the more marginal, the more primitive, the more exotic and obscure societies or social groups.

Partially, they are rooted in

the political and economic interests of the American system which
poses questions to, and distributes rewards for, investigators disproportionately in other parts of the world.

For good measure, they

are also found in the linguistic and sociolinguistic domain:

if, in

a country that does not assign a high mark to foreign language proficiency in its training programs, partial mastery of a foreign
language is acquired, it will more likely be French or Spanish rather
than German (after two world wars) or Russian (which has never managed
to get more than a toe in the door of American education).

Where the

language of scientific discourse (be it German, one of the Slavic
languages, Romanian, Hungarian, or Albanian) is known neither to the
teachers nor the students, the entrance cost for new investigators is
so high, and the filter interposed between the American professional
and the Eastern European scientific establishment so tight, that it
is bound to discourage all but the most determined.

Even if the ob-

stacle of language is successfully scaled, a new barrier looms large,
represented by the highly defensive, secretive, and exceedingly
bureaucratic infrastructure of Eastern Europe, and the equally counterproductive cycles of McCarthyism, Reaganism, and other cold-war ideologies in the United States.
Additional barriers loom large.

For example, the paradigms of

American anthropology that were at center stage during the last few
decades--cultural ecology and structuralism--are not particularly
amenable to the sociocultural milieu of Eastern Europe.

X

The former

can accommodate political variables and planned change only with great
difficulty, while the latter, in its mentalism, does not easily articulate with the extant Eastern European paradigm of dialectic materialism.
This creates another filter to scientific discourse between American
and East European scholars.

It acts as an effective barrier when it

comes to integrating American research into the local infrastructure
of scientific research programs and planned scientific research.

Final-

ly, the peripatetic and short-term nature of much American field research
contrasts sharply with the long-range, spatially committed anthropological field research in Eastern Europe.

On

the one hand, this makes it

more difficult for Americans (in contrast to many other areas of the
world) to acquire ~ ~ control over the local problem setting; on
the other hand, it makes it more difficult for our East European colleagues to accommodate foreign investigators.
This roster of problems is by no means exhaustive but it should
suffice to indicate that real barriers exist which prevent socialist
Eastern Europe from achieving an important place in the cross-cultural
matrix that serves as the reference point for American anthropologists.
It is thus all the more pleasant to have been asked to introduce the
following essays by my colleague, Zdenek Salzmann, to an American
readership.

What has been said above about research on socialist

Eastern Europe in general applies even more starkly to Czechoslovakia:
not a single one of the sources analyzed above included any reference
to Czechoslovakia.
~

Salzmann's articles, at the same time, provide

excellent testimony that once all the barriers to research in Eastern
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Europe are overcome, American anthropologists stand to gain significantly by adding this part of the world to their frame of reference.
Czechoslovakia did undergo significant sociocultural transformations during the last few decades, on a scale not reached in many other
parts of the world diligently studied by anthropologists.

There are

few areas where the rural countryside and way of life have been as pervasively transformed.

The first of Salzmann's papers traces the process

of Czechoslovak land reform and collectivization for the country as a
whole from World War II to the present.

What this paper established

in macrocosm is demonstrated in microcosm in the essay that follows-a look at the village of Komarov during the last ten years.

This

village was the focus of Salzmann's earlier ethnographic research,
published in 1974.

The last essay deals with an area of process for

which Eastern Europe is an excellent testing ground--the problem of
interethnic relations in the newly formed nation-states of post-World
War I Europe.

In it Salzmann follows the interrelations between Czechs

and Slovaks in the country during the last six decades.

What links the three essays is not only that they all deal with
important changes and transformations that should be of broad anthropological interest, in an area of the world about which American anthropologists tend to be relatively ignorant; these three papers also
demonstrate the advantage of looking at sociocultural phenomena in a
time perspective that is significantly longer than the usual one or
two years in which American anthropologists are accustomed to carry
out their fieldwork.

This long time perspective is, indeed, one of

xii

the important virtues of the East European "dialect" of anthropology,
and one of the more important messages for American anthropology to
come out of socialist Eastern Europe.
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AUTHOR'S PREFACE
The three papers of this volume, all dealing with various aspects of
postwar Czechoslovakia, were originally prepared in an abbreviated form for
presentation at conferences.
The first of the three, "Agricultural economy in socialist Czechoslovakia," was written for an invitational conference on "Rural Economy and
Society in Contemporary Eastern Europe" held June 23-28, 1980, at the
Rockefeller Foundation's Bellagio Study and Conference Center, Bellagio,
Italy.

The present version was completed in December 1980, but statistical

data were brought up to date as of October 1982.
The second, "From local cooperative to regional consolidation:

Komarov

revisited," was prepared for the 1979 National Convention of the American
Association for the Advancement of Slavic Studies and the New England Slavic
Association held in New Haven.

Although the present version was completed

in 1979, updating the paper was neither necessary nor possible.

The special-

ized subject matter of this paper complements the first contribution, which
discusses the socialization of the Czech and Slovak agricultural economies
in general.

The third paper, "Interethnic relations in a multinational state:

the

Czech-5lovak case," was presented at an invitational conference titled
"Ethnicity and Economic Development: East and West" organized at Ann Arbor,
Michigan in October 1978.

The present version was completed in the spring

of 1979, but updated with statistical data available as of October 1982.
Because the three papers are more loosely connected than chapters of
a monograph, the notes and bibliography pertaining to·each have not been

consolidated at the end of the volume. It is hoped that the arrangement
will not unduly inconvenience the reader.
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AGRICULTURAL ECONOMY
IN
SOCIALIST CZECHOSLOVAKIA
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3. Toward the Collectivization of Czechoslovak Agriculture: Unified
Agricultural Cooperatives during the First Five-Year Plan, 1949-1953
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Agricultural Cooperative Sector
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0. Introduction
This paper deals in general terms with the transformation of
Czechoslovak agricultural economy from one based on private ownership of farmland to its present socialist form, introduced several
years after World War II and essentially completed by 1960. Because
efforts directed toward the redistribution of agricultural land in
the years immediately following World War II continued a trend established during the First Republic (1918-1938), a discussion of prewar
Czechoslovak land reform has been included. The summary nature of the
present article does not permit discussion of the many specific adjustments that individual peasants and their communities had to make during
the transition period. However, the subject is dealt

with in the ac-

companying paper, "From local cooperative to regional consolidation:.
Komarov revisited," \oo'i. th the South Bohemian farming village of KomC:rov
serving as an example.

1

1. The First Czechoslovak Land Reform, 1918-1938
One of the most important socioeconomic measures to be implemented
in the new Czechoslovak Republic immediately after World War I was
a more equitable distribution of agricultural land. This task was
accomplished, at least in part, by an ambitious land reform [pozemkov£ reforma]. Although in 1921 agriculture was the sole means of
livelihood for nearly 40 percent of the population of the country
a whole,

2

as

a disproportionately large share of land was in the hands

of landholding families from among the prewar

2

nobility.

The primary objective

for land reform was to improve the lot

or those with very little or no land of their own at a time when largescale dissatisfaction with governmental policies could have easily brought
the young republic to the brink of social turmoil.

MOreover, the re-

distribution of land was seen as an historic act of justice long overdue:
after the tragic battle or White Mountain (B!la hora) in 1620 many or
the latifundia had beenconfiscated from domestic nobility and given to
foreign noble families as a reward for helping to crush Czech independence.
As a result, the economic position of these large landowning families was
formidable.

Prior to land reform, the 150 largest latifundia totaled

1,459,000 hectares; or over one tenth of the country's area.

In Bohemia,

the Schwarzenberg family was the largest landowner with 248,000 hectares;
in Moravia, the Liechtenstein family with 173,000 hectares; and in the
eastern part of the republic, the Palffy family with 106,000 hectares
([Faltus and others] 1969:162).
The first step toward the implementation of land reform was the Act
of November 9, 1918, suspending the disposition of large estates in the
historic Czech lands without prior consent of the authorities.

On

April 16, 1919, an act was passed which provided for the expropriation
of agricultural land (fields, meadowland, gardens, vineyards, and hop
fields) in excess of 150 hectares or of land in general in excess of 250
hectares.

The land subject to expropriation was to be allottedand sold

to smallholders, farming cottagers, small craftsmen, workers in agriculture and forestry, landless persons, and others for the purpose of
establishing new independent agricultural holdings that would serve as
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an adequate source of subsistence for the owner and his family.

To

prevent speculation with or misuse of these allotments, restrictions
were placed on their sale, leasing, or mortgaging.

Compensation to the

former landowners was based on average prices paid on the open market during the years 1913-1915 for estates in excess of 100 hectares, with
subsequent improvements made on the land to be paid for in full, and
agricultural equipment taken over at the market price.
Although Czechoslovakia's land reform was at that time the most
extensive to be attempted in central Europe, it fell far short of its
intended target.

The number of large estates affected came to 1,913,

and the total extent of land available for redistribution, both arable
and wooded, added up to 4,06S,370 hectares, or about 29 percent of the
country's area.

For various reasons, among them the number of legal

exemptions that the former landowners were quick to claim, only about 13
percent of the estates had been fully subdivided by 193S. Of the 1,800,782
hectares, or 44.3 percent, of eligible land redistributed, arable land
amounted to 86S,601 hectares, and ca. 509,000 hectares, mostly in forested land, were taken over by the state or put under the management of
the State Land Office (Statni pozemkovj urad).

The original owners were

able to retain the use of 45 percent of the expropriated land for an
additional 20 to 30 years, and 10.7 percent of it remained subject to
transfer (Rozehnal 1953:7, 10; [Faltus and others] 1969:164, 166).' The
pattern of distribution of agricultural land before and after land reform
is given in Table 1.

TABLE 1
DISTRIBUTION OF AGRICULTURAL LAND IN CZECHOSLOVAKIA ACCORDING TO
SIZE OF HOLDING BETWEEN THE TWO WORLD WARS, BEFORE AND AFTER LAND REFORM
(1918-1938) 4
Size of Holding

Before Land Reform

up to 2 hectares (5 acres)

After Land Reform

7.8

above 2 and up to 5 hectares
(5 to 12.3 acres)

14.3

above 5 and up to 20 hectares
(12.3 to 49.4 acres)

44.1

above 20 and up to 100 hectares
(49·4 to 247 acres)

17.8

17.1

above 100 hectares (247 acres)

16.0

10.0

Totals

18.8

------------------------------------100.0
100.0

Since the expropriated land was not evenly distributed throughout
the republic, only about 8,000 communities out of a total of some 17,000
were able to benefit directly by the reform.

Worse still, about 30 percent

of those landless farm workers and smallholders who applied for an allotment were left empty-handed (Rozehnal 1953:13).

These shortcomings were

to be corrected in a new bill prepared in 1937, but the political events
of the subsequent years prevented its implementation.

2. Postwar Land Reform, 1945-1948

Soon after World War II, patterns of land tenure were profoundly
affected by the departure of nearly three million Germans from Czechoslovak territor,y.

The presidential decree of June 21, 1945,provided for

immediate confiscation, without compensation, of the agricultural land
owned by German and Hungarian nationals, traitors and enemies of the
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republic, and corporations whose managements had knowingly or deliberately
aided the conduct of the war by the Third Reich.
The first stage of postwar land reform concentrated on the liberated
border regions of Bohemia and Moravia where 1,955,076 hectares were confiscated, 67 percent of which was agricultural land.

Of this total,

some 157,500 individual applicants received a total of 937,745 hectares.
Almost as many applicants obtained an additional total of 302,993 hectares
in the interior and in Slovakia ([Faltus and others] 1969:323).
The second stage of postwar land reform was directed against those
estates that remained in the hands of landowners, large farmers, and the
Roman Catholic Church.

The draft of the proposed bill dealing with this

redistribution generated heated discussions both in the villages and
among the country's legislators.

On July 11, 1947, despite the strong

opposition of several political parties, the bill was passed.

The funda-

mental provision of the law, which was originally designed as a revision
of prewar land reform but became a hotly political issue in the context
of the postwar power struggle, was to limit the extent of privately owned
land to 150 hectares: of agricultural land, and in certain special cases to
only 50 hectares.

As of March 1949, small and middle fanners benefited

by the assignment of 99,783 hectares, and local-level national committees
and existing agricultural cooperatives received 71,547 hectares; the
remainder of the land gained for redistribution fell under state management ([Faltus and others] 1969:364).
The third stage of land redistribution, the so-called new land reform,
was enacted on March 21, 1948, a month after the political crisis from
which the Communist party [hereafter, Party] emerged in control of the
6

government.

This act laid down the main principle that land serving

agricultural purposes belonged

only to those who tilled it.

Furthermore,

it stipulated that 50 hectares was the maximum, including forestland,
that might be owned by a farming family, and that excessive inventory,
including livestock, was to be expropriated in the same proportion as land.
The results of postwar agricultural land refonn as of May 1, 1951,
are summed up in Table 2; Table 3 presents a comparison of the changes
in the structure of land ownership between 1930 and 1949.

TABLE 2

RESULTS OF CZECHOSLOVAK AGRICULTURAL !AND REFORM,

1945-1948, AS OF MAY 1, 1951 5
Redistributed to
Small others
Expropriated State State Unified
Total and
Stage
Forests
Farms
Agricultural
Farmers
Area in
Agricultural
Cooperatives
Hectares
Land
(in percentages)

2,946,395

37·4

6.3

1.7

40.8

13.8

Agricultural 1,651,016

0.4

11.3

3·0

72.7

12.6

Total

943,271

63.5

15.9

0.3

7.4

12.9

Agricultural

270,292

2.8

55.6

1.0

25.8

14.8

Total

253,483

12.3

35.5

29.4

3.0.

19.8

Agricultural

214,490

o.1

42.0

34.6

3.6

19.7

4,143,149

41.8

10.3

3.1

30.9

13.9

Agricultural 2,135, 798

0.6

20.0

6.0

59.8

13.6

Total
I

II

III

Total
I-III
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TABlE 3
CHANGES IN THE STRUCTURE OF AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST lANDHOlDINGS
6
lll CZECHOSLOVAKIA, 1930 AND 1949 COMPARED
Size of Holding Distribution of
(in hectares)
Total Landholdings
in Czechoslovakia
1930
1949
(in percentages)

Change of Landholdings
1949
1930
Czechoslovakia Bohemia and Slovakia
Moravia
(in percentages)

o-o.5

0.6

0.7

+21.2

+12.2

+52.7

0.5-1

1.1

1.3

+10.1

-4.9

+56.6

1-2

2.9

2.7

-11.5

-32.9

+34.0

2-5

11.1

10.6

-8.7

-29.2

+36.2

5-10

13.9

16.0

+10.8

+4·7

+20.1

lQ-20

16.1

18.9

+12.8

+22.2

-8.1

2o-50

13.1

8.8

-35.6

-38.3

-24.8

above 50

41.3

41.0

-4.6

+2·3

-11.7

As may be seen from Table 3, the tendency in the Czech lands was
toward the establishment of holdings in the range of 10-20 hectares; in
Slovakia, where land available for redistribution was more limited, the
increase affected holdings up to 10 hectares.

Virtually all holdings in

excess of 50 hectares were publicly owned by 1949.

8

l!_ Toward the Collectivization of Czechoslovak Agriculture:

Unified AJU"i.,.
cultural Cooperatives during the First Five-Year Plan, 1949::1953
The implementation of the last stage of postwar land reform had not

yet been completed when plans for the collectivization or the country's
agricultural sector got under

w~

in 1949.

The legal instrument to

launch the socialization of agriculture was the Unified Agricultural
Cooperatives Act of February 23.

7

Article I of this law gave little in-

dication of the course that Czechoslovak agriculture was to take in
future years:
In order to ensure wholesome development of the agricultural
cooperative movement and eradicate the fragmentation of cooperative
farming operations inherited from the past, unified agricultural
cooperatives [jednotne zemedelske druzstvo (sg.)] shall be established on a voluntary basis in order to consolidate the various ,
existing agricultural cooperatives and to bring about significant
benefits for the working farmers ••••
Toward the end of 1949, 9S percent of the country's industry was
socialized.

B.Y contrast, small-scale production still predominated in

agriculture:

as of that year, there were some 1,507,000 agricultural

enterprises, both private and state-owned, and agricultural land was
fragmented into ca. 33 million parcels (Doskocil 1976:39).

Some·of

these were no larger than a pl~ground, others only ten to twelve feet
wide and arching out of sight over a hill.

The individual plots of many

.an owner were often separated by a distance of several kilometers, and

much time was lost in plodding from one to another.

9

Although such small

units could produce a relatively high yield per hectare, they could not
be farmed with efficient use of energy or modern scientific methods.
Among the stated objectives of the Unified Agricultural Cooperatives Act were the consolidation of the many scattered individual plots
of cultivated land, the mechanization of agricultural work, and the
rationalization of other aspects of agriculture in order to increase
the lagging productivity of the country's farms as a whole.

The desig-

nation of the collective farms as "unified agricultural cooperatives"
was an attempt to identify with the extensive voluntary tradition of
purchasing, marketing, and other agricultural cooperatives that had
existed prior to World War II, of which the postwar program was supposed
to be a more progressive stage. 8
To minimize potential opposition to the program, the transition
from

private to collective ownership was to be accomplished in sever-

al phases roughly corresponding to the four basic types of unified
agricultural cooperatives, defined as follows:
Type I:

Ownership of land remains in private hands, as does also

crop and animal production; large capital investments are made jointly;
common use is made of draft animals, implements, vehicles, and machinery;
certain basic farming operations are undertaken on a collective basis.
Type

II:

Crops are cultivated collectively on tracts of land cre-

ated by the ploughing up of boundaries and the amalgamation of fields;
animal husbandry remains under private ownership and care; crops raised
on collectively cultivated fields belong to individual members according
to the hectarage of land contributed to the cooperative; compensation for
labor is on the basis of work units [pracovn! jednotka (sg.)].
10

Type III:

Collective management includes both crop and animal pro-

duction; although some m1earned income exists in the form of cash compensation for the use of the land brought by members into the cooperative,
the major source of income is labor compensated for on the basis of work
units; each member is entitled to a private plot [z8humenek] for his or
her personal use.
Type IV:

Collective management includes both crop and animal pro-

duction, and the only source of income is labor contributed and compensated for on the basis of work units.
The program of collectivization began rather cautiously, with little
direct coercion to induce peasants to join.

However, by the end of 1949,

when unified agricultural cooperatives had been established in over
12 percent of all farming villages, the pressure toward collectivization
intensified.

The typical procedure was for a preparatory committee to

form, take control over the assets of an existing machinery cooperative,
and then proceed to introduce collective planting and harvesting of crops
on members' fields.

Several hundred cooperatives were selected to serve

as model farms and, to insure their success, given substantial amom1ts
of aid in the form of preferential access to state supplies and lower
prices for fertilizers and machine services.

To eliminate the competi-

tive example of prosperous farmers working on their own, nearly all
agricultural machinery of the "village rich" had been purchased 'by the
end of 1950 and transferred to the state-r'tm machine and tractor stations.
By 1951, newly established cooperatives were directed to assume the form

• of the two highest types (III and IV) of collectives, bypassing the two
transitional types altogether.

11

The attitude of the farmers varied toward the rapidly accelerating pace of the collectivization of agricultural production.

Some were

favorably disposed to building on well-tested prewar experience with
the specialized forms of the cooperative movement, but the majority
feared the loss of inherited or recently acquired land through involuntary
collectivization.

Their insecurity was particularly aggravated b.Y the

tendency of the Communist cadres to stress the class aspects of agricultural organization and to enforce the mechanical, if selective, imitation
of the Soviet model at the expense of economic measures best suited to
specific local conditions and carefully designed to shore up the lagging
productivity of the farms. 9 By the end of 1953, the number of unified
agricultural cooperatives of Type 3 and 4 reached 6,679, albeit at a heavy
price:

uncooperative farmers were threatened with forced sale of their

farming machinery and their children denied admission to technical schools
or apprenticeships in their chosen occupations, or they were subjected to
steeply progressive delivery quotas.

The "kulaks," who had presumably

been eliminated during postwar land reform, were stripped of their property
10
and resettled elsewhere as common laborers.
Yet, quite often they were
the efficient farmers, who did not want to throw in their lot with less
successful farmers or those under the control of Party bureaucrats
with little practical experience.

The conflict between the enforced high

rate of collectivization and the inability of the state to provide the
agricultural sector with sound material and organizational means for raising production was reflected in the dismal results of these transitional
years.

12

Correspondingly, the achievements of the first five-year plan were
marked by a glaring contradiction.

The original goals were to raise in-

dustrial and agricultural production by 57 and 37 percent respectively.
Subsequently, these goals were further raised to 98 percent for industry
as a whole, with emphasis on heavy industry {from 70 to 133 percent), and
to 53 percent for agriculture.

A comparison of state investments made

in industry and agriculture during the five-year plan is presented in

Table 4, and the results of production during this period

TABLE

appe~

in Table

4

STATE mVESTME;NTS IN niDUSTRY AND AGRICULTURE IN CZECHOSLOVAKIA

DURING THE FIRST FIVE-YEAR PLAN, 1949-1953 ll
{in millions of Kcs at 1956 prices)
Sector
Industry
Agriculture
and forestry

1949

1950

1951

1952

1953

6,485

7,766

9,075

10,978

9,550

689

871

952

573

685

13

5.

TABLE 5
lllDEX OF lliDUSTRIAL AND AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION

m CZECHOSLOVAKIA

DURING THE FIRST FIVE-YEAR PLAN, 1949-1953

Sector
Industry (1948 = 100)

13

Agriculture (total gross
14
production; 1936 = 100)

12

1949

1950

1951

1952

1953

114

132

150

177

193

83-5

86.2

87.3

84.3

84.9

plant crops

84.3

79.8

84.3

75.5

91.2

animal production

82.5

93.8

90.8

94.6

77.4

In short, although the realization of the ambitious plans for industry

should have rested on achieving substantial increases in agricultural
production,

agriculture was made to pay a heavy tribute to the country's

industry.
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4. Economic Readjustment of 1954-1955 and the Drive for Collectivized
Agriculture during the Second Five-Year Plan, 1956-1960
When during the summer or 1953 farmers began leaving the unified
agricultural cooperatives in large numbers, Party leaders and government
officials came to the conclusion that the best course for the time being
was to call a halt to the collectivization drive.

The extent- of the

return to private farming was especially evident in Slovakia, where
during the period from July 1, 1953,to December 31, 1954,only 40 new
cooperatives of the two highest types (III and IV) were formed while
323 existing ones disbanded; the corresponding figures for the Czech
lands amounted to 427 and 685 (Brainard 1971:72).

At the same time,

investment in industry remained virtually unchanged while agriculture's
and forestry's share of the total state investment increased to 1,104
and 1,675 million of 1956 Kcs for 1954 and 1955, respectively (Statistick!
rocenka republiky Oeskoslovenske 1957:71).

The years of 1954 and 1955

were thus characterized by a significant degree of economic readjustment:
the second five-year plan was temporarily postponed and two annual plans
substituted, making it easier to eliminate some of the most glaring disproportions that had developed during the period immediately preceding.
Various aspects of agricultural policy were critically reevaluated in
order to bring about a better balance in the national economy as
and to stimulate production on the country's farms.

~

whole

Efforts were directed

at raising the sagging prestige of agricultural workers through material
~incentives,

completing the settlement of the border regions, improving

the quality or the soil by chemical means, and increasing the rate
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of mechanization.

One measure of the effect of this readjustment was

the only recorded postwar rise in the number of persons permanently
active in agriculture--from ca. 1,672,000 at the end of 1953 to ca.
l,S39,000 two years later (Statisticka rocenka OSSR 1979:24).
Despite the setbacks of the mid-1950s, however, a renewed drive to
collectivize the country's agriculture was only slightly delayed: it

~as

announced in June 1955, the year which saw the best harvest since the
end of the war.

After a slow start during 1956, the drive shifted into

high gear in 1957, and during 1959 the number of unified agricultural
cooperatives reached its highest point ever at 12,560 {Spirk 1966:51),
with private farms accounting for only 12 percent of the total agricultural land by the end of 1960 {Statisticka rocenka OSSR 197S:2S).

The

legal instrument which reaffirmed the transformation of Czechoslovak
agriculture to the collectivized form was the second Unified Agricultural
15
Cooperatives Act, which became effective on October 1, 1959. Although
growth in total gross agricultural production during the second five-year
plan was only modest-from 91.7 percent in 1955 to 99.5 percent in 1960,

= 100

(Statisticka rocenka ~SSR 197S:24)--collectivization had
l6
been virtually achieved and output reached the prewar level at last.

with 1936

5. Raising Agricultural Productivity
It should come as no surprise that the attention and concern' of
policymakers shifted next to productivity.

High on the agenda of the

periodic congresses of the unified agricultural cooperatives as. well
as of the Party and its powerful central committee were frequent
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discussions of the means of accelerating the growth of agricultural output.

The solution of the problem called for a variety of approaches.
One method employed was to rationalize agricultural production

further by merging existing unified agricultural cooperatives into
larger units.

The first wave of consolidation, begun in 1960, success-

ively brought down the number of cooperatives from its peak of 12,560
in 1959 to 7,620 by the end of 1963.

The next seven years were marked

by a slowdown in consolidation, but even so the number of cooperatives
was reduced to 6,200 b,y the end of 1970.

Commencing in 1971, the

amalgamation of cooperatives intensified once again, shrinking their
total number by the end of 1980 to 1, 722.

. .

Some consolidations continue

to take place to the present, but the process in general has been completed.

As a result of this administrative restructuring of the coopera-

tive sector, the average hectarage of agricultural land held in common
per cooperative, which twenty years ago in some cases was as low as 150,
rose to 608 by the end of 1965, 1,343 b,y 1974, 2,426 by 1978, and 2,486
by 1980 (~pirk 1966:49, 51; Statisticka rocenka ~SSR 1972:338; Statisticka rocenka CSSR 1979:305; and Statisticka rocenka CSSR 1981:315).
The consolidation of the country's cooperatives was accompanied by
rapidly increasing mechanical power input. A common method of measuring
the extent of mechanization is the number of tractors per unit of land
and per unit of labor, using estimates of tractors in terms of standard
15 HP tractor units per 1,000 hectares of agricultural land and per 1,000
workers in agriculture. Some comparative data on this aspect of the ration-
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alization of agricultural production are given in Table 6.

TABLE 6
NUMBER OF TRACTORS PER 1,000 HECTARES OF AGRICUL'IURAL LAND
AND PER 1,000 WORKERS IN CZEcHOSLOVAK AGRICUL'IURE

l7

Prewar

1953-57

1958-62

1963-67

Per 1,000 hectares

-73

5·9

13.2

24.7

Per 1,000 workers

2.34

23.0

63·9

139.6

1968-73

1973-76

1973-76 (1953-57 • 100)

Per 1,000 hectares

ca. 31.0 ca. 38.5

ca. 652.5

Per 1,000 workers

ca. 194.0 ca. 250.5

ca. 1,089.1

Since 1970 the total number of tractors has not changed appreciably, but
their total output rose from 4,258,000 kw (1 kw • ca. 1.34 horsepowe~)
to 6,440,000 kw as of the end of 1980 (Statisticka rocenka CSSR 1981:320).
Another method of increasing crop yields has been the use of insecticides and chemical fertilizers. The average amount of

pure

nutrients

(nitrogen, available phosphate, and water-soluble potash) in kilograms 18
applied to one hectare of agricultural land under the management of agricultural enterprises rose from 13.1 in 1937 to 68.3 in 1960 to 262.6 in

1980 (Statisticka.rocenka CSSR 1981:28-29), and still continues to climb.
A serious problem, not peculiar to Czechoslovak agriculture, has been
the steady loss of land to other purposes. The fund of agricultural land,
amounting in 1937 to ca. 7,755,000 hectares (of which ca. 5,604,000 hectares
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were in arable land) had been reduced by 1980 to ca. 6,851,000
(ca. 4,810,000) hectares, that is, by 11.7 (14.2) percent.

The rate of

decrease has slowed down considerably during the past several years,
and the arable soil fund has been virtually stabilized since 1975
(Statisticka rocenka CSSR 1981:24-25) 1 at least in the short-term
perspective.
From the early years of collectivization, a cooperator's family
was entitled to the possession and use of a private plot of farmland
not to exceed half a hectare in area (or a hectare in mountainous regions).

An important reason at the time for permitting these personal

holdings was to make it possible for the farmer, even as a member of
a unified agricultural cooperative, to continue to cultivate a small
piece of land according to his own wishes.

As could be expected, these

plots tended to receive a disproPortionate share of the cooperator's
time and effort --given the price structure, the economic gain was
much higher.

According to estimates for 1961, the person-hours

devoted to this activity amounted to some 20 percent of agricultural
labor (Brainard 1971:107), and the percentage of total personal income
realized from the private plots was in the low 30s, with a peak value
of 43 in 1958 (Brainard 1971:199). 19 Once collectivization was complete, it was assumed that the time had come for the gradual liquidation
of private plots.

A corresponding change of policy was reflected in

the revision of the Model Statutes of Unified Agricultural Cooperatives
effected in 1961.

The revision provided for a transition toward

cooperatives without private plots:
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"Cooperators of an economically

consolidated cooperative may resolve in their membership meeting to operate without private plots" (Such~ek 1977:303-304). The implementation of
the new policy did not become economically significant until the early

1970s. The total area occupied by private plots as of January 1, 1974,
amounting to 290,399 hectares of agricultural land, of which 204,674 hectares were in arable land, fell by the end of 1980 to 101,855 hectares with

41,157 hectares of arable land (Statisticka rocenka CSSR 1981:29). Finally,
the Model Statutes of Unified Agricultural Cooperatives Decree of December 4,

1975, 20 acknowledged that as a result of the growing incomes of both the
cooperatives and their members, private plots in effect had lost their original function. Their place is rapidly being taken by joint private plots,
which can be conveniently cultivated and harvested by mechanical means. However, cooperators may retain a "garden" adjacent to their family dwelling
and are allowed to keep a limited number of domestic animals, subject to
a particular cooperative's bylaws.
One of the most serious problems faced in connection with efforts to
stimulate production has been the continuing loss of agriculturalists to
other sectors of the national economy, both industry and the bureaucracy.
The average number of persons permanently active in agriculture for 1934-

1938 was ca. 3,298,000, or 22.4% of the country's total population; since
then, with the exception of 1953-1955, it has been rapidly falling and as
of the end of 1979 stood at ca. 898,000, or 5.9% of the total pop~ation
(Statistick' ro~enka

CSSR 1981:24-25). 21

The most effective way to dis-

courage the flight of agricultural workers to other occupations was to
increase their material rewards. Consequently,
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the average net monthly wages of permanently active cooperators have
been steadily rising,from 1,438 Kcs in 1970 to 2,296 Kcs in 1980
(Statisticka rocenka ~SSR 1981:315).

By comparison, average salaries

of industrial, business, and health and social welfare employees have
gone up more slowly, respectively from 1,967 Kcs to 2,723 Kcs, 1,653 Kcs
to 2,204 Kcs, and 1, 782 Kcs to 2,469Kcs (Statisticka rocenka ~SSR 1981:23).
Although some of these salaries are higher than those paid the cooperators,
one must remember that as a rule the village-based cooperators have their
living quarters rent-free and, in addition, have the option of purchasing
some of the commodities produced by their cooperatives at wholesale prices.
The value of average gross wages in the cooperative agricultural sector,
calculated for 1978 at 2,514 Kcs, compared well with the corresponding
figure of 2,517 Kcs for the rest of the national economy (Kutil 1979:35).
The results of all these and other measures have been reflected in
the rise of gross agricultural production, as shown in Table 7•
TABLE 7
INDEX OF THE GROWTH OF GROSS AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION
22
IN CZECHOSLOVAKIA, 1960-1980 (SELECTED YEARS)
(in stable prices as of 1967)
1960

1964

1968

1972

1976

1977

1980

Total production
(19.36 = 100)

99.5

102.1

119.5

131.1

1.35-5

147.8

154.2

crop production

94.4

93.0

108.2

110.7

108.9

125.8

128.1

animal production 105.5

112.5

1.32.4

154.4

165.9

17.3.0

184.0
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A comparison of investment in Czechoslovakia's agriculture and industry in terms of completed construction and delivered machinery for
selected postwar years is presented in Table 8.

The fairly stable ratio

of investments since the mid-1960s appears to indicate that--barring
catastrophic events--a reasonable balance between industry and agriculture
may have been found.
TABLE 8
Il\TDEX OF INVESTMEl\lTS IN CZECHOSLOVAK INDUSTRY AND AGRICULTURE,
1948-1980 (SELECTED YEARS) 23
(industry = 100)
1948

1950

1953

1955

1960

1965

1969

1970

1971

9.0

16.8

30.5

39.4

40.9

30.9

29.2

26.3

26.4

1972

1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

Agr. ( w. f.)28.2

29.1

29.6

32.0

29.7

29.4

30.3

26.5

24.6

Agriculture
(without
forestry)

In summary, then, after a long period of stagnating agricultural economy, productivity is finally on the rise. Nonetheless, in view of the limits
to which some of the recent remedies can be pushed and the growing demands
on the agricultural economy, the future progress of the country's farm production continues to be carefully monitored by both the Party and government
officials.

At the present, Czechoslovak agricultural production is ap-

preaching the point of overall self-sufficiency.

Among the goals of the

seventh five-year plan (1981-1985) will be to reach self-sufficiency in
cereals, around 70 percent of which are used as feed, while reducing the
direct annual consumption of cereals from a little over 100

kg

per inhabi-

tant closer to the recommended quantity of 89 kg (Kutil 1979:41-42). To
22

compensate for this desired shift in the structure of food consumption,
the production of meat, dairy products, vegetables, and fruits will have
to register a corresponding increase, and higher export capabi1ities in
selected agricultural products will have to be attained.

24

6. State Farms and Machine and Tractor Stations
In prewar Czechoslovakia, state-owned farm properties consisted
primarily of experimental land incorporated in the large tracts of
state-owned forests.

As a result of the postwar redistributicra of

large estates, both the number and size of these farms were greatly
expanded.

Concurrently tdth the introduction of collectivization,

state farms (statni statek (sg.)] were organized on the same basis
as industrial enterprises, that is, as large-scale agricultural enterprises where all means of production as well as the products themselves
belong to the state.

Initially, the main fmtctions of state farms were

to implement various amelioration projects, serve as experimental stations and models for therationalization of.cropping and animal husbandry,
produce cheap foodstuffs for domestic consumption, supply light industry
with sufficient cpantities of raw materials, and provide the cooperative
sector with special services or products, especially improved seed and
livestock for breeding purposes.
Despite the example state farms were supposed to set, a number of
them failed to match production levels in plant crops attained by the
unified agricultural cooperatives.

Consequently, mtprofitable state

farms have been dismantled in recent years and incorporated into
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adjacent cooperatives.

Those that remain are operating primarily in the

border districts; the relatively few found in the interior have assumed
only breeding, experimental, and other functions not directly productive.
Basic comparative data concerning Czechoslovak state farms for selected
years during the period 1955 to 1980 are presented in Table 9.
TABLE 9
CZECHOSLOVAK STATE FARMS,
1955-1980 (SELECTED YEARS) 25

1955

1969

1972

1976

1977

1978

1980

179

343

305

214

191

180

200

Percentage of
total agricultural land

11

20.4

20.5

20.2

20.2

20.2

20.1

Percentage of
total arable
land

12

20.4

20.4

19.9

19.9

20.0

19.9

Number of
state farms

7

Number of per- 138,916 155,388 141,245 169 t33t 169 ,460 167,659 165,806
manent produc-26
tion personnel
As of 1980, the unified agricultural cooperatives appeared to have
an edge over the state farms (parenthetic figures) in terms of productivity in the animal sector.

Thus, the production of milk per

hectare of agricultural land amounted to 895.6 liters (779.9 1); of beef
to 107 ·3 kilograms of liveweight (89.6 kg); of veal to 1.8 kg of liveweight (5.0 kg); and per one hectare of arable land, of eggs to

187.8 (546.8) and of pork to 157.1

kg of liveweight

(128.3 kg). -The

figures for meat produced by the cooperatives include sales from

private plots insofar as they were made through the cooperatives
(Statisticka rocenka CSSR 1981:315, 313).

The differential productivity

is due in large measure to specialization, especially for eggs.
Although the average net monthly wages of permanently active
cooperators, 2,296 Kcs in 1980, were less than those of state-farm
employees (2,532 Kcs), the purchasing benefits that cooperators are
entitled to (see above) do much to equalize their incomes (Statisticka
rocenka CSSR 1981:313, 315)•

Similar considerations apply also to

cooperators' pensions, which in 1980 averaged per month 835 Kcs (old-age),
849 Kcs (disability), and 420 Kcs (widow), compared to

1,181Kcs,

1,156 Kcs, and 644 Kcs respectively for workers in the state sector
(Statisticka rocenka CSSR 1981:618).
Machine and tractor stations [strojn! ~ traktorova stanice (sg.)]
were established in Czechoslovakia in 1949.

All machinery, including

that belonging to private machine cooperatives and that expropriated
from private farmers, was brought into this organization.

Originally

the primary function of the machine and tractor stations was to provide
all of the necessary services to the various components of the country's

agricultural economy as well as the technical control needed for further
collectivization.

The number of these stations rose rapidly until 1950,

when it stood at 268 (Statisticka rocenka republiky
147).

~eskoslovenske

1957:

In 1959, following the Soviet example from the previous year, the

function of the machine and tractor stations underwent a fundamental
change--a large part of their inventories began to be transferred by
sale to well-established cooperatives.

As a result, by the end of 1980

the number of stations declined to 98, with 821 local centers including

25

repair shops (Statisticka rocenka CSSR 1981:319). Under the new arrangement, unified agricultural cooperatives are responsible for the operation
or the equipment, and the machine and tractor stations for its maintenance and repairs.

In addition, the personnel of the stations assume

large-scale operations of chemical treatment of the soil, land amelioration projects such as drainage and irrigation, mechanization and transportation tasks, and the like.

The separation of maintenance and soil

amelioration from the functions of a cooperative imposes considerable
problems of responsibility and incentives.

7. Some Demographic Trends
The point was made earlier that the relatively slow rise in agricultural output despite the constant efforts to rationalize production
by all available means is in part due to the unremitting loss of population from the farming sector.

This trend is evident from the sta-

tistical data for selected years of the last two decades presented in
Table 10.
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'£ABLE 10
PERSONS PERMANENTLY ACTIVE IN CZECHOSLOVAK AGRICULTURE,

1960-1979 (SELECTED YEARS) 28
(in thousands)

1960

1962

1965

1969

1972

1974

1977

1979

Total employment
1,357 1,277 1,192 1,132 1,017
(without machine and
tractor stations)

990

906

898

223

248

292

267

253

252

238

238

171

152

196

178

167

165

147

148

Cooperative sector

878

807

726

718

672

679

646

645

Individual farmers

256

222

174

147

92

59

22

15

State sector
State farms

More specifically, as of February 1, 1980, the 897,567 persons permanently
active in agriculture were apportioned as follows:

in the state sector,

237,801, including 147.,613 individuals employed in state farms; in unified
agricultural cooperatives, 632 1 375; in common agricultural enterprises,
12 417; 29 and individual farmers, 14,974 (Statisticka rocenka CSSR 1981:284).
1

But these figures do not tell the whole story, for the shrinking total
of persons permanently active in Czechoslovak agriculture is further aggravated by the relatively high average age of members of unified agricultural
cooperatives.

A comparison of age distribution for the total Czechoslovak

population with that of persons permanently active in the cooperative agricultural sector is given in Table 11.
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TABLE ll

AGE STRUC'l'IJRE OF THE TOTAL CZECHOSU>VAK POPULATION
TO THAT OF PERSOO'S PElU'u\NENTLY ACTIVE

m THE

m

1977

CO~iPARED

COOPERATIVE

AGRICULTURAL SECTOR AS OF FEBRUARY 1 1 1979 3°

(in percentages)

o-JA

15-39

24.0

4Q-59

60 and above

37.1

22.5

16.4

4S.S

29.6

21.6.

Agriculture: cooperative sector

40.4

44·4

15.2

Cooperative sector compared to
total population

-8.4

+14.8

Total population ;3l
basis: 15 years of age and above

For the age bracket of 60 years and above, the figures assume additional significance when one considers the fact that the basic age

limit for.claiming an old-age pension is

60 years for men and 53-57

years for women 1 according to the number of children they have raised.
The

ratio of men to women permanently active in the cooperative

agricultural sector of the Czechoslovak economy as of February 1, 1978,
was 339 1 193 to 296 1066 1 or 53·4 percent of men to 46.6 percent of women
(Statisticka rocenka CSSR 1979:269). However, it is worth noting that
in the 35-64 age brackets, there is a higher percentage

illustrated in Table 12.
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or

women, as is

TABLE 12
PERNANENTLY ACriVE MEN AND WOMEN IN THE CZECHOSLOVAK COOPERATIVE
2
AGRICULTURAL SECTOR, AS OF FEBRUARY 1, 1978 3

(in percentages)
Men

Women

15- 19

3·0

1.0

20-24

8.3

4.0

25- 29

14.2

7.6

30-34

12.7

9.8

39

9·3

10.0

40-44

8.1

11.3

45-49

9.4

].4.8

50- 54

10.4

16.9

55 - 59

8.8

10.0

60 - 64

5.8

6.3

10.0

8.3

Age Bracket

35-

65 and above

8. Export and Import of Agricultural Products
In view of the fact that Czechoslovakia, as a highly indus-

trialized country, has to import more plant and animal products than
it can export, the'se demographic relationships and trends give eco.:.
nomic planners serious pause. The volumes of Czechoslovakia's agricultural exports and imports during 1975-1978 are compared in

.Table

13 •
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TABLE 13
CZECHOSLOVAK IMPORT AND EXPORT OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS, 1975-1980 33

(in Kcs, f. o. b. frontier of exporting country, x 1.000)

Export
1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

Plant products 257,507

382,885

233,453

293,800

372,636

490,927

Animal products 70,502

75,333

87,450

94,574

118,523

109,996

Import
1975

1976

1977

1978

1980

1979

Plant products 2,341,370 3,3B4,801 3 1 498,128 2,809,693 4,212,540 4,169,549
Animal products 345,931

337,816

416,093

471,135

. 545,875

Typically, the main items of import among agricultural products
were coffee and cacao beans, tea, and spices; cereal products,

especially

wheat, maize, and fodder; fruits and vegetables; products from oleiferous
plants, hops, and tobacco; and sheep, goats, and their b,y-products, especially wool and hides.

The main items of export were oleiferous plant

products, hops, tobacco, and cereal products.

Some of the imported' raw

materials are exported as finished products, especially leather footwear
and woolen and cotton textiles.
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9. Remuneration, Incentive Structure, and Social Benefits

in the Agricul-

tural Cooperative Sector
The system of remuneration of members of unified agricultural
cooperatives for their labor has undergone a number of basic changes
over the past thirty years.

Initially, wages were determined according

to the number of hours a cooperator had worked.

This method was soon

abandoned as inequitable--outputs of individuals were far from equal.
The new system made use of work units.

For every job in the coopera-

tive, an output norm was determined representing the amount of work
performed by a good worker in the course of eight hours.

Each of the

many different jobs was assigned to one of several categories according
to the required energy investment and the responsibility involved.

This

method, too, was subsequently modified by the introduction of bonuses
for performance exceeding the norm.
After deducting all production costs, the management of the cooperative allocated about a quarter of its income to cooperative funds (permanent reserve fund, operational reserve fund, and others), determined
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the value of the work unit, and then divided the year's proceeds among its
members in accordance with the work units and bonus entitlements accumulated by each.

Because the total funds available for remuneration were

not known until the end of the cooperative's fiscal year, cooperators received regular monthly advances, with the balance payable only after the
books had been closed.

Inherent in this system were several problems:

the element of incentive was minimized because the exact cash equivalent
of work units could not be determined during the course of the year;
moreover, the economic results of any given cooperative depended in part
on factors over which its members had little or no control.

In 1963,

for example, the cash value of work units in some cooperatives was more
than three times as high as in others (Karlik and others 1967:152).
After a year of experimentation on 70 cooperative farms, in 1962
the government announced the progressive introduction of a new system
of fixed wage payments to members.

This approach was fully implemented
34
by the latest Agricultural Cooperative System Act (1975) •. According to
Section 58, members of a cooperative are entitled to an appropriate remuneration for their work, to be paid in cash; and furthermore, a
commensurate part of the total funds to be expended for labor is paid
cooperators as their share of the economic results of the cooperative.
Although a specific level of reward is not guaranteed b,y the state,

~are

is taken that cooperators receive wages similar to those paid employees of
state farms for comparable work.

To eliminate any possible inequities,

remuneration in all cooperatives is subject to general guidelines set down
by the federal ministry of agriculture and food.
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While the National Insurance Act of 1948 extended the right to receive state old-age and disability pensions to agriculturalists and
other self-employed citizens and their families, health insurance among
the country's farmers remained on a voluntary basis.

A comprehensive

system of health insurance and social security did not become available
to the agricultural cooperative sector until after collectivization had
been accomplished in the early 1960s.

As of April 1, 1962, preventive

and medical care was provided to all member families of unified agricultural cooperatives to the same extent it was to employees in other
sectors of the national economy; and in 1964 retirement benefits to
cooperators became subject to regulations analogous to the rest of the
labor force.

The political and economic importance of cooperatives to

the Czechoslovak society was fully recognized in 1968 when, among other
things, women working in agriculture were granted 26 weeks of maternity
leave while receiving 90 percent of their average daily earnings, in
addition to a borrus payment at the time of the child's birth.

Since the

latest adjustment, effective as of January 1, 1976, there have been no
material differences in benefits between farmers and workers in industry,
who in earlier years were given preferential treatment.
Because agricultural work is of a seasonal nature, cooperatives are
anxious to provide suitable employment for their members when major crop
production activities have been completed.

The usual arrangement is to

subcontract male workers to nearby industries and to provide work for
female workers as close to their village homes as possible.

As a result

of these efforts, cooperators' families do not suffer a loss of income
during the slack period.
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10. Structure of the Decision-making Process
In Czechoslovakia there is no distinct hierarchy of state organs
charged with the exclusive management and coordination of unified agricultural cooperatives:

the central body of state administration concerned with

agriculture and food is the Federal Ninistry of Agriculture and Food
[feder;lni ministerstvo zemedelstvi ~ yYzivy].

The ministry is guided by

the basic decisions periodically arrived at by the Party; these decisions
are subsequently translated into laws and adopted by the Federal Assembly.
The task of developing specific economic plans and ensuring their implementation rests with the ministry; in doing so, the ministry's officials are
obliged to cooTdinate their efforts with other ministries and are expected
to enlist the assistance of agricultural and food specialists and of the
Union of Cooperative Farmers of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic [Svaz
druzstevnich rolnik& ~SSR].
In the Czech Socialist Republic, the central organ of state admiTiistration for agriculture, food industry, gamekeeping, and fishery is the
Hinistry of Agriculture and Food of the Czech Socialist Republic.

Its pri-

mary task at the present is to support the introduction of new methods and
technologies in agriculture, especially insofar as these contribute to
furthering cooperative and integrative relations on the basis of specializa-.
tion and concentration of agricultural production.

The Slovak Socialist

Republic has an analogous ministry.

On regional (higher) and district (lower) levels, agricultural production is administered and monitored by regional agricultural administrative
boards [krajska zemedelska sprava (sg.)] and district agricultural administrative boards [okresni zemedelska sprava (sg.)].
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The regional boards,

which implement their administrative tasks through the district boards,
are responsible for planning, economic decisions, improvements in agricultural production, investments and new construction, distribution of materials,
cadre and personnel matters, and the protection of state property.

Both the

regional and district boards are advised (with the power of recommendation
only) by the respective agricultural councils [zemedelska rada (sg.)J whose
members, on the regional level, are nominated by board directors and appointed by the Czech (or

Slov~~)

minister of agriculture and food.

The

direct economic management of unified agricultural cooperatives thus devolves
on the district agricultural administrative boards, which are also responsible for state farms and other agricultural enterprises in their district.
Despite the hierarchy of organs charged with the management of the
country's agricultural sector, both the district and regional boards have
a legal obligation to coordinate their activities with the corresponding
national committees [n~odni vffbor (sg.)], especially with respect to ensuring that all needs for agricultural supplies and services are satisfactorily
met.
Individual unified agricultural cooperatives may elect to become members
of the Union of Cooperative Farmers of the CSSR.

The organization has a

negligible input into agricultural policies; its main function is to provide .·
for political and socioeconomic education of cooperators on the district level.
The consequence of this highly articulated but centralized system of
agricultural management, considered necessary for the scope of planning characteristic of Czechoslovak economy, is that unanticipated short-term adjustments on a significant scale are virtually out of the question.

Moreover,

the increasing trend toward mechanization and crop specialization makes any
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contribution of individual unified agricultural cooperatives and their
members to policymaking little more than a mere formality.

Given the

complexity of the central control of country-wide agricultural production,
and under the conditions of steadily modernizing agricultural technology,
the cooperators have little reason to expect otherwise.

However, a

measure of innovative planning of incentives and decentralization could
give much more flexibility to socialist agriculture without any restoration of private property rights.

The mistrust of "peasants" no longer

appears justified.
11. Conclusion
According to a microcensus conducted in 1970, the income of workingmen's households was 96.1 percent of the average income earned b.Y
all Czechoslovak households, while that of cooperators' households stood
at 117.6 percent.

Although individual households are likely to differ

in terms of the number of income-contributing and dependent members, and
not all employed members of any given household necessarily belong to
the same economic sector, the figures nevertheless indicate that the
attempts of the past dozen or so years to equalize material conditions
between the shrinking rural and expanding urban population have met with
success (Rozsypal 1974:111-112).
In this context
it is interesting to note that during the politically
.
.
fluid period of the late 1960s, when workers were pressing for increased
participation in enterprise management and democratization of the Central
Trade Union Council, not a single cooperative dissolved.

Although several

officials warned against "growing voices" said to be demanding the return
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of agricultural land to private ownership, or appropriate compensation therefor, not even one attempt to decollectivize is on record.
What were the reasons for the complacency among the farmers which set
them apart from the rest of the reform-hungry population?
A significant factor in the situation must have been the realization on the part of the cooperators that at last, after a dozen years
or so of difficult transition, they were at the threshold of prosperity. The collectivized peasants, now catered to by the state because
of their diminishing numbers, found satisfaction in their new economic
position safe from the risks inherent in their former condition as holders of small farms. Perhaps the most telling proof is their firm belief
that not only is a return to private control of agricultural land practically unthinkable, it is undesirable on economic grounds. What feelings of attachment to the land of their fathers may still remain among
the oldest members of village communities have been almost completely
rationalized away by the compensating advantages that members of unified
agricultural cooperatives have managed to accrue since the bleak period
of the late 1950s.
What one is witnessing in Czechoslovakia, then, is the formation of
a new social class, that of agricultural cooperators (Charvat and others
1978:90; their use of the somewhat misleading term "social class" is not
to be construed as a failure to recognize the existence of homogenizing
and integrative processes that a socialist order engenders). In the early
stages of its development during the l960s, this incipient class suffered
·from a sharp decrease in membership, low specialization, and a rapidly

37

rising average age.

Later, as the older generations of agriculturalists

were being progressively replaced, the class began to take on its present
character as a result of the increasing need for qualified specialists-tractorists, mechanics, mechanization facilitators, agronomists, zootechnicians, accountants, and the like--all requiring technical education and
training.
While these changes were taking place, more and more economically
active persons residing in rural communities began commuting to work in
industry.

Their numbers are at present in the neighborhood of 50 percent

in the Czech Socialist Republic and even higher in the Slovak Socialist

Republic (Charvat and others 1978:68, 120).

As a result, contacts between

the rural and urban sectors have greatly increased and intensified, as has
also interaction among the different social classes and groups, bringing
about an indirect urbanization of the countryside.

The effect on the

rural population has been a rapid homogenization of its needs, interests,
and values with those of the urban counterpart.

For example, the ex-

pectationsamong the cooperators of owning modern household furnishings,
large appliances, and an automobile just about match those of the other
social classes; the organization of their work schedules and their use
of free time, including two-day weekends, is assuming.forms heretofore
common only to industrial workers and white-collar employees; .and their
former desire to provide themselves with such very basic items of subsistence as eggs and vegetables is clearly on the wane.
These and other tendencies will continue as the Czechoslovak economy
embarks on intensive integration of its agriculture in order to create an
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agro-industrial complex35 that would help meet its needs in the rapidly
approaching twenty-first century.

At present, the economy is still adjust-

ing to the recent increases in the cost of energy.

For example, the whole-

sale price of gasoline went up by 150 percent between 1976 and 1980, from

600 Kcs to 1600 Kcs per ton (Statisticka rocenka 0SSR 1981:259); at the
same time, petroleum production, which in Czechoslovakia is insignificant
to begin with, has been dropping and the production of quality coal has remained the same (Statisticka rocenka 0SSR 1981:650-651). 36

For an agricultural

economy whose growth over the past two decades has been predicated on an increasing use of fuel, all this means that any future rise in productivity
and efficiency will not only be costly but in competition with the needs of
industry and the consumers.

It remains to be seen how priorities will be

determined.
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NOTES

1. Thanks are due to John

w.

Cole of the University of Massachusetts for

inviting me to participate in the conference on "Rural Economy and
Society in Contemporary Eastern Europe" held at the Rockefeller Foundation's Bellagio Study and Conference Center, Bellagio, Italy.

Grateful

acknowledgement for financial assistance which enabled me to participate
is hereby made to the Joint Committee on Eastern Europe of the American
Council of Learned Societies and the Social Science Research Council,
and to the Graduate School of the University of Massachusetts at Amherst.
To George Wheeler I am indebted for a careful reading of the manuscript; many of his thoughtful comments are reflected in the final
version.
2. A summary treatment of Czechoslovak agriculture, especially for the.
interwar period, conceals the great disparity between the Czech lands
(Bohemia and Moravia) on the one hand and Slovakia on the other.

For

example, although the overall population density in Slovakia was much
lower--61 per square kilometer compared to 127 in the Czech lands in
1921 (Statisticka rocenka CSSR 1978:91)--the average number of peasants
per unit of agricultural land was considerably higher.

Whereas the

percentage of all those employed in agriculture, forestry, and fisheries
in 1921 was

31.5· percent in the Czech lands, the corresponding

f~gure

for Slovakia was 60.7 percent, with an average for the country as a
whole of 38.3 percent (Prdcha and others 1974:574).
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As late as the

1920s, the overpopulation of Slovak villages was the primary cause of
significant emigration, both permanent (especially to the United States)
and seasonal (especially to the western parts of the country, Germany,
and Austria).

Subsistence farming was the rule in mountainous or iso-

lated areas, and some remnants of feudal obligations were not eliminated until 1920.
The relative underdevelopment of Slovakia continued in the 1930s.
Although agricultural land in Slovakia in 1936 amounted to 35.4 percent
of the country's total, the corresponding gross agricultural production
(for definition, see note 14, below) did not exceed 23.3 percent, while
the share of those active in agriculture was 32.3 percent.

The volume

of production per agricultural worker in the Czech lands was more than
50 percent higher than in Slovakia (Sindelka 1966:208).
Since the end of World War II, all basic branches of Slovak
national economy have undergone a rapidly accelerating development,
especially industry.

The index of growth in total Slovak gross crop

production for 1972-74/1960-62 was 139.3 percent, exceeding that for
the Czech Socialist Republic by 12.8 percent; the same index for gross
animal production was 155.5 percent, compared to 147.5 for the CSR (Choma
1975:24-25).

Compared to 1936 (a 100), by 1980 the growth of gross

total agricultural production in the Slovak Socialist Republic reached
220.2 percent as against 134.5 in the CSR (StatistickA rocenka,CSSR 198i:
59, 43).

Work productivity per agricultural worker in 1973 compared
'

to 1936 was 5.2 times higher in the SSR, while only 4.1 times higher in the
CSR (JO let budovani OSSR 1975:210).
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In evaluating these figures,

however, one must remember that the levels of production in Slovakia
were considerably lower to begin with.

Nevertheless, the yields per

hectare of grains and several other crops in the SSR overtook the CSR by the
mid-1970s even in absolute terms.
In terms of cattle units per 100 hectares of agricultural land, the
SSR with 80.7 as of the end of 1980 continues to be behind the CSR.with
95.1, and is not catching up.

This is apparent also from statistical

data concerning the production of meat in tons of liveweight:

for the

past decade, the Slovak output fluctuated between 42.9 and 45.1 percent
of that achieved in the CSR (Statisticka rocenka CSSR 1981:307, 309).

3· One hectare equals 2.47 acres.
4. Adapted from Brdlik 1938:36.
5. Adapted from Jech 1963:447.
6. Adapted from Brainard 1971:39; column totals may not equal 100.0 because of rounding.
7. No. 69/1949 (zakon o jednotnych zemedelskYch druzstvech] implemented
by No. 75/1949 of March 17, 1949.
8. The system of voluntary cooperatives, first introduced during the
second half of the nineteenth century, gained great popularity and
economic importance during the interwar period.

As of the end of

1937, there were some 11,500 cooperatives in all, about 69'
them serving the rural sector.

per~ent

of

Aside from credit cooperatives, there

were machinery and power cooperatives, consumer cooperatives, dairy
cooperatives, warehousing cooperatives, and others ([Faltus and others]
1969:181-182).

By

the end of 1948 the number of machinery cooperatives

1.2

alone had reached 4,814 (Lacina 1966:98).
9. For example, mechanization, which was the central concern of the state
planners, meant simply more tractors, and the cult of the tractor
favored bigness.

However, the large trawler tractors imported from

the Soviet Union proved to be poorly suited to the country's varied
terrain.
10. Except for a period of several years around 1968, the coercive aspects of the early stage of the collectivization of Czechoslovak
agriculture have been glossed over or left unmentioned in technical
literature or the media.

The informative survey of the economic de-

velopment of Czechoslovakia by [Faltus and others] 1969 includes on
p. 413 a reference to the "effects of the Stalinist period."

The

most frank attempt to come to grips with the harsh measures inflicted
upon the peasants in the early 1950s was the Czech film Vsichni dobri
rodaci [All Those Good Countrymen], directed by Vojtech Jasny, which
was released in 1969 and packed the theaters until it was withdrawn
from circulation.
During the 1950s, the Czechs had a saying: "Capitalism forces out the
inefficient farmers; we have managed to force out the efficient ones."
11. Statisticka rocenka republiky eeskoslovenske 1957:71.
12. Adapted from [Faltus and others] 1969:547, 553; the data are based on
the official Czechoslovak statistical yearbooks.
13. The index of industrial production for 1948 was 108 in terms of
~

1937 • 100.

In relating these figures to the 1936 or 1937 base, one

must keep in mind the loss of about 3 million foreign nationals as a
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result of the postwar transfer.
14. Gross agricultural production is the sum of gross crop and animal production including the part of it that remains within the agricultural
sector as intermediate input.
15. No. 49/1959 of July 9, 1959.
16. The hectarage of agricultural land outside the socialist sector
(including individually operating farmers), somewhat higher in the CSR
than in the SSR,

amounted at the end of 1980 to ca. 288,000, or

ca. 4.2 percent, of the total agricultural land.

About 55 percent of

these private holdings were less than half a hectare in area.

For the

most part, these were auxiliary plots serving the family needs of individuals in all sectors of the economy with the exception of the
cooperators.

Larger plots, those exceeding 0.5 hectares, were for the

most part restricted to upland or mountainous regions where collectivization would be economically unprofitable (Statisticka rocenka CSSR
1981:286, 289).
17. Adapted from Lazarcik 1974:375 and 1977:318.
18. One kilogram equals 2. 2 pounds.
19. The measuring of income derived from private plots is far from easy and
tends to be exaggerated, but the figures are based on sources published
in Czechoslovakia.
20. No. 137/1975 of December 4, 1975 [Vzorove stanovy jednotnYch zemedelskich
druzstev].
21. According to estimates as of the end of 1980, the social makeup of
Czechoslovakia's population (including retired persons and unemployed
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family members) was as follows:

unified agricultural cooperators,

7.4 percent; members of other cooperatives, 1.5 percent; other

~hy

sically engaged workers, 62.1 percent; white-collar, supervisory, and
sales personnel, 28.6 percent; small farmers, 0.3 percent; and members
of other professions (writers, composers, and other artists), 0.1 per-

cent.

When compared to 1961, the significant

pertain to the agricultural sector:

char~es

in these figures

the proportion of cooperators

and small farmers at that time stood at 10.7 and 3.5 percent respect-

ively (Statisticka rocenka OSSR 1981:107).
22. Statisticka rocenka

~SSR

1972:295; Statisticka rocenka

~SSR

1978:257;

and Statisticka rocenka OSSR 1981:273.

23. Adapted from Statisticka rocenka OSSR 1979:24-25 and 1981:24-25.
24. In 1978, the total area sown with agricultural plants consisted of, in
percentages, cereal crops, 55.3; legumes for seed, 2.1; technical
plants (including sugar beet for root, rape for oil, and flax), 7.6;
potatoes, 4.5; fodder plants (including maize), 28.3; and vegetables
and others, 2.2.

Among cereal crops (= 100) were wheat, 46.6; rye, 6.8;

barley, 33.6; oats (including oats with barley), 5.5; and maize for
seed, 7.4.

(Adapted from Statisticka rocenka

~SSR

1979:276-278.)

25. Statisticka rocenka Republiky ceskoslovenske 1958:225; Statisticka
rocenka OSSR 1972:336; Statisticka rocenka

~SSR

1973:329; ·Statisticka

rocenka OSSR 1978:299; Statisticka rocenka OSSR 1979:303; and Statisticka rocenka CSSR 1981:313.
26. For 1955-1972, seasonal workers, engineering, technical, and administrative personnel, and members of work brigades are excluded.
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27. From 1976, adjusted average of all employees lumped together.
v
v
v
28. StatistickaI rocenka CSSR
1978:268 and StatistickaI rocenka
CSSR
1981:

284.
29. In common agricultural enterprises (spolecny zemedelskf podnik (sg.)]
are associated agricultural branches [zavod (sg.)] of the socialist
sector for the production of eggs, fattening of pigs, and other activities.

,30. Adapted from Statisticka rocenka 0SSR 1978:91, 269.
,31. The data for 1977 are preliminary.
,32. Statisticka rocenka

~SSR

1978:269.

33. Statistick~ rocenka CSSR 1978:453; Statistickc{ rocenka CSSR 1979:456; and
Statistick~ rocenka CSSR

1981:467. The figures subsume foreign trade

with both socialist and capitalist countries. During the last several
years the volume of trade with capitalist countries was significantly
larger in all categories, especially in animal products.

34. No. 122/1975 [z£kon o zemedelskem druzstevnictv{J of November 13, 1975.
35. Two main forms of agricultural integration--horizontal and vertical-were introduced in Eastern Europe in recent years in order to further
specialization and concentration of production.

Horizontal integration

refers to close cooperation and coordination among agricultural enter-:
prises of similar character.

Vertical integration refers to close

cooperation and coordination among enterprises involved in the various
phases of food production--from growing the primary product to_selling
it in its final form.

According to Jacobs (1977:355), "u1tegration

has proceeded farthest in Bulgaria, and is least developed in Czechoslovakia."

For a largely programmatic discussion, from the Czechoslovak

viewpoint, of the necessity to industrialize agricultural production,
see Dostalova 1973·

36. Throughout this paper I have relied mainly on official Czechoslovak
statistical data without being able to evaluate them properly as to
their significance with respect to any possible adjustments for price
and quality changes, weighting of components, and
basic raw data.

th~

accuracy of the

The course of wisdom may therefore be to lend greater

credence to trends, or changes in the rate of change, than to exact
numerical values.
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FR0!-1 LOCAL COOPE!i.ATIVE TO REGIONAL CONSOLIDATION:
I
KOHAROV
REVISITED

*

0. Introduction
1. Natural Setting and Historical Background
2. Regional Consolidation of Unified Agricultural Cooperatives

3· Recent Demographic Trends
4. Conclusion
0. Introduction
Although the attention given by American anthropologists to Europe
has been rapidly increasing since the 1950s, for a variety of reasons geographic coverage has been somewhat spotty.

Czechoslovakia happens to be

one of those countries for which sources in English are especially scarce,
even though by virtue of its historical background and postwar political
and economic orientation it would seem to call for at least as much study
as any other country of the Continent.

An attempt to remedy this gap at

least in part was made eight years ago by the present writer and a Czech
colleague with the publication of the study Komarov:
Village (Salzmann and Scheufler 1974).

A Czech Farming

The intent of the book was to

familiarize English readers with Czech village culture as exemplified by
life and work in a South Bohem~~-far~ommunity and to give a comprehensive account-of the sociocultural and economic

ch~ges

to which the

community has been subject over the past several centuries.
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Repeated visits to KomArov since the book's appearance have made
it clear that the profound changes set in motion by the collectivization
of the village economy in 1955 have not yet run their full course.

The

recent consolidation of the Komarov Unified Agricultural Cooperative with
the cooperatives of several other villages of the area, the continuing
rationalization of agricultural production, and the attendant specialization
and bureaucratization of the villagers' activities are the most telling
examples.

The purpose of this paper is to bring up to date the history of

this small village which began its existence centuries ago in the tranquil
plains of southern Bohemia but since World War II has witnessed a transformation its older inhabitants could never have dreamed of.
1. Natural Setting and Historical Background
Komarov belongs to a group of villages that lie in one of the boggy
1
regions of southern Bohemia.
Because of its natural character, the area
for centuries has been referred to as the Bogland, or the Blata.

The

Blata proper is far from extensive; it includes nine villages and covers
only some thirty square miles.

Its fairly fertile soil favors the culti-

vation of cereals, hence the long-standing folk designation of the region
as the Bogland of Plenty [bohata Blata] or the Wheat Bogland [psenicna
Blata].
Although documentary evidence places the beginning of the Blata settlements in the fourteenth century, the region was not recognized as
culturally distinct until the beginning of the nineteenth century.

At

that time it came to be well known for its distinctive costume, and later,
around midcentury, for the architecture of its farmsteads, which were

54

considered among the most attractive in Europe.
The two towns to which the villagers of Komarov have always related
are Sobeslav and Vesel! on the LuZnice, the first about seven miles to the
east, the second about nine miles to the southeast.

Among the larger

cities with which Komarov has had ties is Tabor, under whose jurisdiction
the village first came in 1751.
As in other Bohemian farming

Tabor lies some twenty miles to the north.
comrrnL~ities,

three distinct phases have

marked the villagers' efforts to raise crops and livestock over the past
several centuries:

(i) the three-field system, practiced from the Middle

Ages until about the middle of the past century; (ii) crop rotation, or intensive farming, from the middle of the past century until the mid-1950s;
and (iii) socialist cooperative farming, from 1955 onward.
Historically, Komarov belonged to the patrimonial domain of Bechyne,
which during the fourteenth century passed from the ownership of the Bishop
of Prague to a succession of noble families.

The last among these were the

Counts of Paar, whose acquisitions during the eighteenth century included
the modest estate called Hope [Nadej(e)], about half a mile east of the
Komarov settlement.

vfuen after 1848 the Bohemian peasants became full-

fledged owners of the land they had cultivated for centuries and the compulsory service due their lords was terminated, Hope was leased by the Paars
to well-to-do individuals from nearby towns.
Under the changed circumstances Komarov prospered, reaching the peak
of its population of about 300 around the turn of the century, but not
without a steadily growing socioeconomic differentiation among the villagers.
Figures available for the early 1920s show 22 landed peasant families of
various degrees of wealth, 12 families of farming cottagers, and 4 families
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of farmhands resident and employed at Hope, not counting about two dozen
farmhands of both sexes employed in the village, a handful of vddowers,
widows, and orphans, and some 5 families of nonfarming members of the
community.
The uneven distribution of farmland was corrected somewhat by the
post-l·lorld i'lar I land reform, when the holdings of the Paar estate Hope
were expropriated and apportioned among the poorer Komarov villagers.
Eighteen local families who owned little or no land benefited from this
redistribution, which was completed by October 1, 1923.

The largest trans-

action amounted to 9.7837 hectares (ca.24 acres), the smallest to a mere

47.5 ares (only a little over an acre), with an average of 2.1824 ha
(ca. 5.4 acres).

The land assignments to the villagers vtere not free:

payments for them, set accordingto soil quality and the location of the
parcels and collected by the state treasury, averaged 4,197 Kc, vdth a
median payment of 2,485 Kc.

In addition, a modest amount was assessed

for surveying costs and boundary markers.

(By way of comparison, in Bo-

hemia at the time 1 kilogram [2.2 lbs] of sugar was retailing at 5.05 Kc,

1

kg of flour at

2.18 to 3.28 Kc, and 1

kg of pork at

19.36 Kc; 1 liter

[a little over a quart] of beer was sold at 2.59 Kc; and a pair of men's
shoes cost 110.03 Kc [Statisticka pr:i.rucka republiky Ceskoslovenske 2:201].)
Despite the redistribution of the expropriated Paar estate, significant economic differences remained between the richest and the poorest
villagers, with no further changes worthy of note occurring in the pattern
-

of landholding between the year of the redistribution and 1952, a year for
which detailed figures are available.

At that time, aside from 2.45 ha

(ca. 6 acres) of agricultural land held by the village, privately owned
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agricultural land amounted to some 3S5 ha (ca. 950 acres).

Of this total,

322.35 ha (ca. 796 acres) were in arable land and the remaining 62.28 ha
(ca. 154 acres) in meadowland.

The largest private holding was 25.15 ha

(ca. 62 acres), the smallest a mere .38 ha (just below one acre).

Table 1

details the distribution of Komarov's agricultural land as of 1952 according to size of holding.
By 1952 the reorganization of agricultural production in Czechoslo-

vakia was already in full motion, undergoing transformation from a private
to a socialized economy under the Unified Agricultural Cooperatives Act
2
of February 23, 1949.
The Komarov peasants attempted to forestall these
changes as long as they reasonably could, but finally succumbed in the
mid-1950s (just as peasants in other villages did) to pressures which
had become too strong to resist.
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TABLE 1
SIZE AND DISTRIBUTICN OF AGRICULTURAL LANDHOlDINGS
IN KO!-!.{ROV, 1952

Approximate R~~ge of Agricultural
Landholdings
(arable land and meadows)

Econotr.ic Status
Category
Czech term

I

domkar

I

chalupn!k

I

English
equivalent

I in hectares

cottager

I

!arming
cottager

I 2- 5

up to 2

in acres

Average Size of
Holdings
lin hectares

Number of
Farmsteads or Families

in acres

(N .. /;.4)

I

.87

2.1

5

5 - 12 I

3.01

7.4

17

S.O'J

19.8

6

up to 5

ctvrtlanik or
malY sedlak

I

small i'armer

t 5 - 10

12- 25

pl'l.lli~!.k or

I

middle i'armer

I 10 - 15

25- 37 I

12.6

31.1

9

1 · middle-to-large 1 15 - 20
farmer

37 - 50 I

16.93

46.4

1

over 50 I

24.1

59.5

6

I

stredn! sedl8.k

trictvrtelanik

s:elolanik or
I
( vellcy) sedlak

large i'armer

I over 20

2. Regional Consolidation of Unified Agricultural Cooperatives
In

the mid-1950s, when agricultural production of the Blata region

began to be organized on a socialist cooperative basis, virtually every
village had its own unified agricultural cooperative.

In

Komarov the

changeover to cooperative farming took place on October 1, 1955, six years
after the adoption in Czechoslovakia of the Unified Agricultural Cooperatives Act.

Initially, the peasants joined a "Phase I" cooperative, which

roughly corresponded to the former machine cooperatives:

they did the

basic work in the fields on a collective basis and pooled farm machinery
without ploughing up field boundaries or consolidating the agricultural
land and livestock they owned individually.

Subsequently, in 1960, the

organization of the cooperative was changed to "Phase III" with the result
that individual decisions concerning the utilization of agricultural land
had to yield to joint production of crops and livestock within the framework of overall regional and state plans.

Income was divided among the

cooperators primarily according to the amount and quality of work contributed rather than the economic results of the cooperative or the acreage
the individual members had brought in.
As was detailed elsewhere (Salzmann and Scheufler 1974: 51), the beginnings of the Komarov Unified Agricultural Cooperative [Jednotne zemedelske
druztvo (JZD) v Komarove] were far from easy.

Nevertheless, the villagers

managed in time to overcome their initial distrust of the collective approach to agricultural production, and by 1971, at 33 Kcs per work unit,
their enterprise ranked among the

highest-p~

"'

16 percent of unified

agricultural cooperatives in the Czech Socialist Republic.

One of the

distinct advantages enjoyed during the 1960s by members of cooperatives,
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those of Komarov included, was the private plot [~ahumenek] to which each
was entitled.

Another benefit was the cooperators' right to purchase at

lower than the usual price generous allowances of commodities that their
cooperative produced.
The organizational structure of the cooperative and the methods of
its operation were based on the model statutes set forth b,y the state, but
because Komarov was a small cormrnmity, the bureaucracy inherent in the administrative arrangement (Salzmann and Scheufler 1974:51-52) was offset
by the fact that all members had known each other intimately since childhood.
By

the end of the 1950s, the original arrangement of separate village-

based unified agricultural cooperatives came to be judged economically
inefficient, and commencing in 1960 a partial consolidation of the smallest
or least productive cooperatives into larger units began to take place.
For example, the nearb,y cooperatives of Svinky and ZaluZi were joined with
the larger cooperative of Vlastibor in the Vlastibor Unified Agricultural
Cooperative of the Third Five-Year Plan [JZD Treti petiletky (1961-1965)].
The extent of this first wave of nationwide consolidation may best be appreciated from the following figures:

the peak of setting up unified

agricultural cooperatives was reached in 1959, when 12,560 of them existed
in the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic; b,y 1963, the total number fell to

7,620 (Spirk 1966:51). Beginning in 1965 the pace of consolidation slowed
down considerably, only to resume its brisk pace in 1971.
of the remaining Blata villages were affected:

This time, all

on February lS, 1972, a

far-reaching reorganization was put into effect, joining the economies of
a dozen villages--Vlastibor {together with Svinky and Zaluzi), Vesce (together
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with Ceraz, Mokra, and Nedvedice), Skalice (together with Radimov, Rybova
Lhota, and Trebiste), Debrnik, and Komarov (the last two operating independently up to that time). 3 The name given to this consolidated unified
agricultural cooperative was "Victorious February'' [Vitezny 1lnor], commemorating February 1948, when the Communist party emerged from a governmental crisis in complete control of the country.
not stop there.

The reorganization did

As or January 1, 1975,Hlavatce (together with Vyhnanice,

joined with it in 1974) was also incorporated; and a still further restructuring took place on January 1, 1978,when State Farm Drachov was
abolished and brought in.

At the same time Skalice (together with Radimov,

Rybova Lhota, and Trebiste) was released from the cooperative and subordinated to the branch of the state breeding enterprise located in Vesel!
on the Lumice.

The incorporation of Drachov into "Victorious February"

was consonant with the wholesale dismantling of unprofitable state farms
in the interior of the country in order to put them on the economically
self-supporting basis expected of the cooperatives.

(State farms are now

operated primarily in the country's border districts; those that still
exist in the interior. have assumed breeding, experimental, and other functions not directly productive.) 4
"Victorious February," which at present joins together the economies
of twelve farming villages, encompasses roughly the area of an ellipse,
with Vlastibor at'its center and its two most distant points about thirteen
kilometers (ca. 8 miles) apart.

The economic consolidation of the Blata

communities was followed by a somewhat less far-reaching consolidation of
t~e

organs of government on the local level.

As a result Komarov, which

until the end of 1975 had its own local national committee [mistn! narodni
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yYbor], has been joined with Vlastibor, which is also the seat of political
administration for Svinky and Zaluz1. 5
Whereas the first Unified Agricultural Cooperatives Act of 1949 was
an instrument designed to implement socialist cooperative agriculture in
Czechoslovakia, the second Unified Agricultural Cooperatives Act, 6 which
became effe_ctive on October 1, 1959, reaffirmed the transformations in
agricultural economy that had occurred during the intervening decade and
ushered in the first wave of the consolidation of agricultural production.
Since the begirming of 1976, the country's cooperative agriculture has been
regulated by still another Agricultural Cooperative System Act, the third,
passed on November 13, 1975. 7 In preparing this latest act, the legislators took into consideration the changes in cooperative agriculture
resulting from the large-scale consolidation of local enterprises and the
increasing mechanization of their operation.

The intent of the act was to

promote conditions favorable to the further modernization of socialized
agriculture and its integration into the national economy as a whole.

An

important piece of companion legislation has been the Model Statutes .or
Unified Agricultural Cooperatives Decree promulgated by the government
later during that year.$ Individual cooperatives have been instructed to
derive their statutes from this model, departing from it only if local
conditions made changes advisable or imperative.

Among other things the

decree acknowledges that as a result of the growing incomes of both the
cooperatives and their members, private plots in effect have lost their
former function.

According to Suchanek (1977:205), Articles 41-43 of the

Model Statutes "fully reflect the fact that the institution or private
plots is not of necessity permanently associated with the cooperative

62

forms of agricultural socialist economy, [and] consequently a smooth transition of cooperatives toward an economy characterized by the absence of
private plots is facilitated" [author's translation].
On the Komarov farm [farma Komarov] and the other village farms of
"Victorious February," the individual private plots of cooperators were
abolished in fact as early as the end of 1972 and have been replaced by
joint private plots [spolecn~ zahumenky], which can conveniently be cultivated and harvested by mechanical means.

However, a "garden" adjacent to

the cooperator's family dwelling [pr!domn! zahrada] may be retained, without
the payment of a fee, if it is no more than 10 ares (1,196 square yards) in
area, or even if it is larger--up to a maximum of 50 ares, or 0.5 ha (1.23
acres)--as long as it lacks utility for the cooperative and cannot be
mechanically cultivated or joined with other such gardens.

The loss of

individual private plots has caused little if any resentment.

Because the

cooperators no longer have their own plowing, harvesting, and other machinery,
they would have to pay the cooperative for the services rendered and, considering the small extent of the plots, cultivating them would

hard~

be

worthwhile.
Regarding the benefit of being able to purchase some of the commodities
produced by the cooperative at wholesale prices set by the state, as of
January 1979 cooperators have the right to purchase a basic share

~onsist

ing of 2 quintals {441 lbs) of grain and 4 q (BB2 lbs) of potatoes per year,
regardless of the amount of their annual earnings, at approximately 140 Kcs
and 40 Kcs per quintal, respectively. This basic share is received at no cost by
"'

those who are retired provided their monthly pensions do not exceed 700 Kcs.
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Actively working members may purchase at the wholesale price additional
quantities of these commodities at the rate of 5 kg (11 lbs) of grain or
20 kg (44 lbs) of potatoes for each 100 Kcs earned up to a ceiling of
18,000 Kcs.

For example, for a cooperator who is earning 18,000 Kcs or

more per year, the entitlement, in addition to his basic share, is 9 q
.
18 000
of grain ( lOO
x 0.05), or four times the amount 1n potatoes. The customary assignment of commodities in such a case is 6 q of wheat and 12 q

(3 x 4) of potatoes, or a total of 8 q of wheat and 16 q of potatoes, with
the basic share included.

Cooperators further have the option of purchasing

a pig up to 110 kg at 15 Kcs per kg of liveweight in lieu of 6 q of wheat.
Not infrequently, there is more than one cooperator in a family.

In

such cases, the allotment of the basic share is multiplied by the number of
cooperators in the family.

Where two or more family members actively work

and each reaches or exceeds the yearly income ceiling of 18,000 Kcs, the
maximum additional allotments are set at 16 q of grain for 2 cooperators,
21 q for 3, and a ceiling of 25 q for 4.

The grain, commonly wheat, is

mixed with maize and barley groats purchased at retail prices and used to
feed poultry and other family-held livestock.

Everyone in the village now

buys commercially made bread and uses commercial flour for baking.

In addition, each member of the cooperative is entitled, for the
needs of his or her family, to the possession of 1 head of cattle, 2 pigs
for fattening, and sheep, goats, domestic fowl, and bee colonies in quantities not exceeding the cooperative's bylaws (the number of sheep, goats,
fowl, and bee colonies is set at 2, 2, 20, and 10, respectively, but these
limits are not strictly enforced).

In setting the limits for animals, the

general criterion is that under no circumstances should the private holding
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of animals interfere with the operation and growth of the cooperative or
be disproportionate to the cooperative's productivity and acreage assigned
to joint private plots.
The butchering of beef animals at home for family consumption is
against the law; they must be taken to the state slaughterhouse and sold
at the wholesale price.

Cooperators who do not keep beeves may wish to

sell the hay from their share of the joint private plots to the cooperative.
At some 40 to 60 Kcs per quintal, and with an average yield of about 6 q of
hay from 10 ares, they are able to realize a supplemental yearly income of
several hundred crowns.

However, because of the effort involved, interest

in harvesting the "gardens" or joint private plots is quite limited.
raise a pig or two is more advantageous:

To

when a pig is slaughtered, the

meat belongs to the cooperator, and only a small fee must be paid to the
state veterinarian.

At the present time about one sixth of Komarov•s

cooperator families keep an animal, whether it be a young bull for fattening, a milk cow, or a pig.

Young cooperators do so only

rare)~:

they do

not wish to be tied to an animal that requires daily care, and in some cases
they may even lack the requisite skills.
Belatedly, as of January 1, 1977, "Victorious February" began compensating its Komarov members for the livestock and machinery which each brought
into the Komarov cooperative in 1960.
to retired members and, of the
(up to 10 ha).

act~ve

Initially, the payments were made only
members, only to former smallholders

Quite recently all members have become eligible for these

payments, issued to them in 500 Kcs installments four times a year.

Report-

edly the delay was caused by the inability of the former Komarov cooperative
to agree on the method and timing of compensation, apparently the result of
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eagerness to show a hefty balance sheet as evidence of successful economic
management.

By contrast, nearby Hlavatce paid off all of its members in

full before it was consolidated in 1975.
The administrative headquarters of the Unified Agricultural Cooperative "Victorious February" is Vlastibor, which also functions as the
subcenter of one of the tw<:> economic branches [zavod (sg.)] of the entire
enterprise [podnik].

Vesce, to which the easterly villages--~eraz, Drachov,

Hokra, Nedvedice, and Zaluzi-are assigned, serves as the other subcenter.
Each branch raises cattle and crops, especially wheat, in the areaunder
its management, while the production of pigs is handled jointly.

One

service center provides the necessary technical support for the growing
pool of agricultural machinery owned by the cooperative as a whole.
overall organization of production is diagrammed in Figure 1.
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The

FIGURE 1
ORGANIZATION OF PRODUCTION IN THE ENTERPRISE
UNIFIED AGRICULTURAL COOPERATIVE "VICTORIOUS FEBRUARY"

headquarters:
economic branches
with subcenters in:
main production units:

Vlastibor

Vlast~sce

Icrops

I

J

beef

beef

crops!

pigs
technical
services unit
Although the schema of production appears simple, the administrative
structure, which follows the model statutes, is complex in contrast to
that of the former Komarov cooperative (Salzmann and Scheufler 1974:52).
The organizational structure of the consolidated cooperative, consisting
of various committees, production sectors and administrative divisions,
and specialized and supervisory personnel, is represented in Figure 2.
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FIGURE 2
ORGANIZATia!AL STRUC'ruRE OF "VICTORiaJS FEBRUARY"
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The membership meeting--that is, all members of the cooperative in
good standing--assembles once each year.

The board of deputies, made up

of 30 percent of all members, meets four to six times a year.

The manage-

ment committee, consisting of twelve cooperators, holds meetings on a
monthly basis, or more frequently if necessary.
consist of eight members each.

The remaining committees

Members of all except the management com-

mittee and the committee for safety and health protection at work serve
without pay.

Hembers of the safety committee, whose meetings are scheduled·

twelve times a year, are compensated on a per diem basis for meeting days.
As a rule, all committee members are chosen from slates of candidates
presented to the membership at its annual meeeting.
The sizable accounting staff employed b,y the cooperative in its various
departments and sectors is to a large extent made necessary b,y the very
complex and detailed system of norms applicable to the numerous specialized
activities in which the cooperative's personnel engage.

In addition to

Czechoslovak state norms governing primarily quality control of agricultural products and the specialized norms and terminological pamphlets
prepared by various research institutes of the ministries of agriculture
and food (Czech, Slovak, or federal), there are a number of norm manuals
published by the Institute of Labor in the Agriculture and Food Industry
of the Ministry of Agriculture and Food of the Czech Socialist Republic
[in the case of "Victorious February"].

Each of these, titled Coilection

of Time Norms for Jobs in Agricultural Production [Sborn!k norem casu pro
prace v zemedelske v§robe], covers in the most painstaking detail a particular class of agricultural activities (sowing, tillage, harvesting, livestock
production, and the like).

To take two very simple examples, the transfer
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of fodder or similar materials (Job No. 1,210) is classified according
to the type of containers or conveyances used (pail, can, basket, handcart,
wheelbarrow, rail cart, and many others), their carrying capacity in kilograms, and specific distances covered in meters.

Norms pertaining to the

tillage of one hectare are classified according to the type of activity,
kind of machinery used, slope of terrain in degrees, nature of soil
(light, medium, heavy), and so on.

Calculating and posting payments for

individual cooperators and checking their performance according to the
published norms clearly requires a fairly large staff of specialized personnel.
Because of the changing makeup of "Victorious FebruarY'' prior to 197S,
membership figures are not fullY comparable on a year-to-year basis.

Even

since 197S the figures have varied somewhat from one quarter to the next.
On

the average, some 25 to 30 new cooperators join "Victorious February''

each year, while attrition generally runs somewhat higher--around 35, or
sometimes as high as 45 members.

Of these, 25 to 30 are lost to the

cooperative by death and 10 to 15 through change of employment (another
cooperative or occupation).
As of the end of 1973, the cooperative had 59S members, of whom 302
were actively working and 296 retired.

During

1976 the number of "per-

manently active"9 members rose to 510, of whom Z74 were women.

In addition

to members, the cooperative employs seasonal workers and a limited . number
of specialists from other sectors of the national economy, and provides
practical training for apprentices enrolled in one- to three-year agricultural schools.

Table 2 lists the major job categories of the cooperative

and the numbers of permanently active members who filled them as of December 31, 1976.
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TABLE 2
JOB CATmORIES AND NUHBERS OF PERHANENTLY ACTIVE lv!EhBERS
OF "VICTORIOOS FEBRUARY," ACCORDING TO SEX~
WHO FILLED THEM AS OF DECEHBER 31, 1976 10

Total Number
of Personnel

Job Category
combine and tractor operators

61

truck drivers, including helpers

13

Number
of Women

s

wagon drivers
milk cow attendants

93

S6

other cattle attendants

55

44

sow attendants

lS

11

pig attendants

9

9

machine shop mechanics

30

construction team members

2S

crop production personnel

103

75

65

19

technical-economic personnel
other workers in animal production

5

Totals

4SS

According to available data, summarized in Table 3, the age distribution of permanently active ~ooperators for 1976 was as follows.
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TABLE

3

DISTRIBUTION OF "VICTORIOUS FEBRUARY'' 200PERATORS BY
AGE AND SEX, 1976 1

Z..fen

Women

up to 20 years

2

7

25

17

8

30

34

28

40

41

35

50

32

69

55

23

55

60

9

28

43

60

201

290

Age Bracket

60 and above
Totals
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According to the most recent information, as of July 1979, there
were 716 members of "Victorious February," of whom just above 400 worked
either on a full-time basis or, in the case of retired cooperators, at
least 130 days a year, while more than 300 no longer worked at all or only
occasionally.

Table 4 lists the major job categories of the cooperative

and the numbers of workers who filled them as of July 1, 1979,and indicates
the average monthly wages for each category (in Kcs).
TABLE 4

JOB CATIDORIES, NUHBERS OF WORKERS vniO FIILED TI!ru-1, AND A~~E
PER CATIDORY IN "VICTORIOUS FEBRUARY" AS OF JULY 1 1 1979
Job Category
combine and tractor operators
truck drivers, including helpers
wagon drivers
milk cow attendants
other cattle attendants
sow attendants
pig attendants
machine shop mechanics
construction team members
crop production personnel
technical-economic personnel
workers in associated production
drier attendants
warehousemen
watchmen
chauffeurs
nursery teachers

Average
Wgges in Kcs

43
12

2,508
2,472
1,667
2,188
1,656
2,509
l,Bl7
2,401
1,938

77

46
18
10

Z7
16
63
60

unweighted

l,lSO

5.5

2,492
2,074
2,485

B
3

2,)75
1,611

2

2,417

9

Totals

*

Total Number
of Personnel

3

(members of work brigades [seasonal]

~~AGES

2
10
414.5

2,033

2,145

**unweighted, excluding watchmen, nursery teachers, and members of work
74

:*
b~igades

While the average monthly wages paid to the members of "Victorious
February" are not as high as those earned in some of the other cooperatives,
they compare favorably with other production sectors in the Czech Socialist
Republic if one takes into account the material benefits available to cooperators and the fact thnt as a rule their living quarters are rent-free.
The following selected figures (in Kcs) for 1979 provide a comparison:
average monthly wages (net) of permanently active cooperators: 2,313;
forestry: 2,700; industry: 2,683; construction: 2,858; communications:
2,270; and internal commerce: 2,120. The comparison with nonproductive sectors of the Czech national economy is even more favorable for the cooperators. 13
The average age of the working cooperators in "Victorious February"
has been steadily rising:

for tractorists it is at present about 35, for

workers in livestock production about 40 1 and for wagon drivers and women
in crop production very close to 60; the overall average for permanently
active cooperators is in the neighborhood of 47 years.
As of the end of 1973 1 agricultural land held by"Victorious February"
amounted to 3 1 373 ha (8,331.3 acres) of which 2,536 ha we~e arable.

As of

1976 the overall area had risen to 4,990 ha, with 4,132 ha of agricultural
land (3,071 ha arable, 1,061 ha in meadowland).

The separation of Skalice

at the end of 1977 meant a loss of about 700 ha of agricultura.l land, but
DrAchov brought in about 500 ha, resulting in a net loss of some 20o ha of
agricultural land.

The present cooperative owns 3,850 ha of agricultural

land made up of 2,878 ha of arable land, 819 ha of meadowland, 143 ha of.
pastureland, and 10 ha of gardens.

Some additional hectarage is forested

(about 220 ha) or included in village grounds or unusable land.
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Along with several main crops, the cooperative concentrates on the
production of cattle and pigs.

The extent of recent animal production is

evident from Table 5.
TABLE 5
COl·lMERCIAL LIVESTOCK HELD BY "VICTORIOUS FEBRUARY,"
THIRD QUARTER OF 1977 14

Category

Plan

Actual

Percentage
Achieved

total beef cattle

3,429

3,410

99.45

1,400

1,359

97.07

3,496

3,842

109.9

399

397

99.5

cows
total pigs
sows

No horses, sheep, goats, or poultry are raised for corrmercial purposes.
Among grains, wheat currently heads the list with about 800 ha,
followed by oats (ca. 490 ha), barley (ca. 370 ha), maize for silage
(ca. 200 ha), and rye (ca. 140 ha).

About 700 ha are under cultivation

with fodder plants (mixtures of legumes and grasses), and ca. 200 ha
(about 7 percent of the agricultural land) with rape (Brassica napus
oleifera) for oil. The yields in quintals per hectare of main crop
plants for two recent years are given in Table 6.
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TABLE 6
YIElDS IN QUINTALS PER HECTARE
OF r-1AIN CROP PLANTS IN "VICTORIOUS FEBRUARY,"
1976-1977, AS OF SEPTEl'illER 30, 1977 15
Actual
Actual
Actual
Average for the
Plan
cooperative sector
1976
1977
1977
1W..
in the Czech Socialist
1976
Republic during 1977 16

Crop

wheat

26.2

35·7

37.5

143.1

40.9

rye

31

36

30.8

99

33.1

barley

26.5

36.1

34.2

129

40.3

oats

24.6

36-5

23.1

93-9

rape

23

21

30.4

132.1

24.9

potatoes 190

150

159.9

84.1

189.6

not avail.

Except for rape, the yields lagged somewhat behind the averages for the
Czech Socialist Republic as a whole.

Among the reasons why some of t.he

goals were not met were a severe hailstorm during the summer and unfavorable
weather during the entire 1977 harvest period.
For such a small area as that of "Victorious February," plant production necessarily fluctuates from year to year, depending on the weather.
Although the crop production goals set by the cooperative for 1978 were
not completely reached, deliveries under state contract were met and some
of the results were particularly satisfactory:

the average grain yield of

38.14 quintals per hectare was the best in the cooperative's history, and
particular yields on certain tracts reached as much as 47 q/ha and 52q/ha
(sown by airplane) in the case of wheat and 58 q/ha for barley.

In live-

stock production, the situation in 1978 was similar: the production goals
were not met, but deliveries under state contract were exceeded in the case
of beef and pork, milk (by 105,000 liters)t and suckling pigs (by 402 head). 17
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As regards animal production, the emphasis on the Komarov farm is
on cows, heifers, sows, and pigs for fattening.
what from year to year.
and fodder crops.

Plant crops differ some-

In 1979, Komarov specialized in rape, rye, oats,

While potatoes are grown only for resale to cooperators,

all grains are sold to the state purchasing agency.

Even seed for the

next season's fodder mixtures is bought by the cooperative.
On the average, the cooperative plans to increase its production by

about 5 percent each year and raise wages by about 3 percent.

Gross

agricultural production per worker has in fact been rising as is evident
from Figure 3.
FIGURE 3
GROSS AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION PER WORKER IN THE FORMER UNIFIED
AGRICULTURAL COOPERATIVES FOR 1970 COMPARED WITH THAT IN THE
CONSOLIDATED "VICTORIOUS FEBRUARY" FOR 1975 18
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The increases in crop production despite the constantly diminishing
labor force are due to the continuing mechanization of the cooperative's
machine pool.

During 1975 alone, almost 4,000,000 Kcs were·spent for new

machinery, ranging from relatively inexpensive compressors to such an item
as the mammoth Soviet-made tractor

kno~m

as kirovec at 357,022 Kcs.

At the

same time, repairs are not always completed on time, their quality occasionally leaves something to be

desired, and spare parts are frequently unavail-

able.

The use of chemical fertilizers has been increasing from year to year,
amounting to 222 kg (488 lbs) per hectare in Vlastibor during 1975. 19 Sowing and crop-dusting has been done increasingly by airplanes.
When Komarov had its own cooperative, most of the livestock was
stabled in the utility buildings of the village farmsteads because construction of large cow sheds would have been expensive and there was ample
space in the existing facilities.

More recently, the growing emphasis on

mechanization of feeding and centralization of livestock production has
led to the establishment of several large stables where cattle can conveniently be taken care of by specialized personnel.

Komarov has one such

facility housing about 100 cows, staffed by 8 women attendants working in
shifts.

As a result, only five Kom~rov families are called upon to lend

their utility buildings to shelter two to three dozen each of calves,
heifers, and mature cows--in four cases throughout the year and in one
for the summer only.

Most of the spacious farmyards and stables are thus

unoccupied and unused.
Just as did the Kom~rov cooperative in earlier years, the consolidated
enterprise makes every effort to provide
crop production activities are slack.

cmplo~ent

for its members when

During the winter, women--particu-

larly those who are already retired--peel potatoes for freezing in the
recently constructed food-freezing plant in Hlavatce.
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Male drivers or

tractorists transfer fodder and fertilizers or are subcontracted to
nearby nonagricultural enterprises that can make use of them.

Many

workers also plan to take their vacations during the winter.

In the

spring several Komarov women plant seedlings in tree nurseries, and then
care for them during the summer; in the fall additional forest grounds
may be cleared for the next year's planting.

On the Jitra peat banks,

where the mining of peat is being discontinued, an amelioration and
recultivation project is under way to make the ground suitable for
raising vegetables and ornamental flowers.

About five Komarov women

work on this project during the growing season, earning approximately

65 Kcs for an 8-hour day.

Until recently, several women bagged peat for

sale as fertilizer or soil loosener.

These women and others are now

bused by the cooperative to wherever their services are needed.

3· Recent Demographic Trends
The onset of the most profound changes in the structure of Komarov's
population dates back to 1955, when socialist cooperative farming replaced the system of individual private ownership of farmholds.

Since

then the village population has been undergoing rapid reduction, diminishing by about 40 individuals in the course of sixteen years (by December 31,
1971) and by about the same number during the· six years that followed
(by December 31, 1977).

To supplement the data previously published,

this section will focus on recent demographic changes in Komarov.
·~

As of January 1, 1978, the population of Komarov stood at 164.

Of

this total, 150 persons resided in their original dwellings, while the
remaining 14 were located in a recently constructed four-apartment housing unit (bytovka] on the periphery of the village.

The occupants of the

housing unit, who in early 1978 ,.;ere members of three families, are not
permanent residents of Komarov, nor are they considered members of the
village community.

The villagers do not have much regard for them and
21
refer to them as "nomads" [kocovni].
The 150 permanent residents represent a considerable population de-

crease when compared with the total of 193 recorded for January 1, 1972. 22
The negative growth during the ·six-year period between that date and December 31, 1977,was due to several factors.

Although 14 individuals (4 male

and 10 female) died during this period, 13 children (6 male and 7 female)
were born, a net loss of only one.

Virtually the entire decrease was

therefore attributable to the out-migration of a number of families and
single individuals to nearby or more distant villages and towns:
one adults, together with their children, relocated.

thirty-

Of the thirteen

males, 4 moved to Prague, 3 to Sobeslav, 2 to eertovna (a forester's
lodge near Hlavatce), and 1 each to Tabor, Sviny near Veseli on the
LuZnice, and Zalsi, with one remaining migratory.

Of the 18 females,

9 are presently residing in Sobeslav, 3 are migratory, 2 have moved to
~ertovna,

and 1 each live in Prague, Domazlice, Vesce, and Becice near

,
23
TYn
on the Vltava.
The net population decrease of 43 individuals (or 46 a.s of July 1979),
excluding from the count those residing in the housing unit, represents
a significant acceleration of a trend that has been evident in Komarov
since the beginning of the century.

This acceleration during the past

several years is no doubt attributable at least in part to the consolidation in 1972 of the Komarov cooperative with the larger regional Unified
Agricultural Cooperative "Victorious February."
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As a result Komarov has

become both administratively and economically a satellite village, with
its agricultural production undergoing still further rationalization.
Heanwhile, some of the young people of Komarov have persisted in their
desire to establish themselves in communities which offer a greater choice
of employment and wider opportunities for self-realization.
Apart from the new housing unit, there were 52 numbered houses
(mostly farmsteads) in Komarov as of January 1, 1978.

Of these, 12 were

no longer occupied by the former owners or their children.
functions of these units varied considerably:

The new

two t·rere unoccupied and

unusea; 24 three had been sold to families from Prague to serve as summer
recreation "cottages" [chalup;y; (pl.)]; two forester's lodges, the so-called
Komarov and Benesov lodges, were sold to families from

~eske

Budejovice,

also for recreational purposes; one was inherited by a Prague family whose
members use it as a summer cottage; one serves in part as meeting place
for the Union of Socialist Youth [Svaz socialisticke mladeze], while its
stables house some of the cattle of the cooperative (half of this farmstead belongs to the widow of a man sentenced during the mid-1950s to a
prison term as a "kulak," the other half is the state's by confiscation);
one houses some of the pigs of the cooperative (half of this farmstead
belongs to the wife of a former owner, also branded a kulak--the old
couple now live elsewhere; the other half is, again, the state's py confiscation); one farmstead provides for another contingent of the cooperative's pigs, with its dwelling functioning as a small poultry farm for
egg production (this entire unit belongs to the state, the former owner
living elsewhere); and the remaining unit, which at one time housed the
village herdsman and after World War II served as the office of the local
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national committee and cultural center [kulturni jizba],has functioned as
the local branch of the state savings bank (formerly kampelicka) since
January 1976 when Komarov was administratively subordinated to Vlastibor.
The remaining 40 of the 52 numbered houses were occupied by the 150
villagers, averaging 3.75 persons and a median value of 4 persons per dwelling.

The distribution of the 150 permanent residents of Komarov in the

occupied dwellings is detailed in Table 7.
TABLE 7
OCCUPATI<N DENSITY OF KOHit<tOV Di'JELLINGS, 1978

Number of Occupants
per Dwelling

Number of Dwellings
(N = 40)

2

8 (4 widowers, 3 widows,
1 young man)
5

3

4

4

7

5

8

6

4

7

4

1

Among the 40 functioning dwelling units, 11 were occupied by members
of the same generation, either a married couple or a single individual,
unmarried or widowed; 14 by two-generation nuclear families,

occasi~nally

incomplete or enlarged by a collateral; and 15 by three-generation vertically
extended families consisting of two nuclear families, frequently incomplete
in the oldest generation.

The last category constitutes a particularly

vfable household type because it typically includes at least one elderly

person free to look after small children, which enables all other adults
to be gainfully employed.
Out-migration and the trend toward smaller family size has been responsible for a sharp decrease of inhabitants per dwelling unit since

1900, when the average was nearly 7.3, with the intermediate figures of
just below 6 during 1921-1930 and ca. 4.3 in 1972.

Hhile the average

numbers of villagers per unit were decreasing, the dwellings were undergoing considerable modernization and expansion, especially during the past
dozen or so years.

In terms of living space per person, the Komarov vil-

lagers are today much more comfortable than the inhabitants of the capital,
where the housing shortage, critical for several decades now, continues
unabated despite the constant construction of numerous new high-rise apartment buildings on the ever more sprawling outskirts of Prague.
It is worth noting that the general tendency of the young people of
either sex to move away from their home villages into cities is matched
by the ever increasing incidence of urban dwellers acquiring summer cottages in the country to compensate for the crowded conditions of their
city quarters.

Komarov is no exception to these trends.

Among the 150 permanent residents of Komarov as of January 1, 197S,
there were 29 schoolchildren up to fifteen years of age, 12 male and 17
female-vmll belov1 the total of 48 as of the end of 1972.

At that time

(in 1972) a local school served about a dozen pupils in grades one through
four, after which children attended classes in Hlavatce, about five kilometers (ca. 3 miles) to the north, for five additional years.

Since the

fall of 1974 all schoolchildren have been bused to Hlavatce, the shrinking

number of Komarov's pupils no longer meriting a separate village school.

Indicating a steadily rising average age, Table 8 gives the age distribution of the resident Komarov population.
TABLE S
AGE DISTRIBUTION OF KOMAAOV' S PERMAN»JT RESIDENTS, 197S, AND
COMPARATIVE DATA FOR THE CZECH SOCIALIST REPUBLIC (CSR), 1977
Number of
Percentage
Corresponding
Age Group
Individuals
CSR Percentages 25
of Total
(N = 150)

29 ••• 29

19.3

23.1

20- 29

3:} 48

32.0

36.4

30 - 39

10

40 - 49

17} 41

27.3

22.9

50 - 59

24

60 - 69

18}

21.3

17.6

0 - 14
15 - 19

70 - 79

: 32

/'

80 - 89
These figures, which clearly demonstrate the comparatively high average
age of the Komarov population, would be even more striking i f compared
with the corresponding percentages for Czechoslovakia as a whole (namely,

24.0, 37.1, 22.5, and 16.4, respectively).
Concerning sex distribution as of January 1, 197S, there were ,67
males and 54 females above the age of compulsory school attendance, or
a total of 79 males and 71 females for Komarov as a whole.

These figures

stand in sharp contrast to the ratio of 1,000 males to 1,062 females for
the Czech Socialist Republic.

26
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The explanation of the high average age of Komarov residents rests
on the already mentioned tendency for young people to out-migrate.

And

because there are now fewer opportunities for women to be employed in the
highly mechanized agricultural enterprise, more and more young women seek
jobs outside the immediate region.
Forty-two of the 150 village residents were receiving a pension from
the state as of January 1, 1978.

These individuals

co~prised

22 women and

20 men, among whom one was semiretired and several others were retired
for medical reasons rather than because of age.

Twenty-three of the 42

pensioners, 10 male and 13 female, had no other income; in nearly all cases
their age or state of health prevented them from supplementing their pensions by partial employment.

The remaining 19 retirees derived additional

income from part-time employment in the unified agricultural cooperative.
Among the 10 males thus employed, 3 worked as tractorists, 2 as carpenters,
2 in crop production, and 1 each as manual worker, watchman, and in livestock
production.

Among the 9 females, 7 were employed in crop production, 1 in

combined crop and animal production, and 1 in the local forest.
Sixty-two villagers were fully employed:

36 by the Unified Agricul-

tural Cooperative "Victorious February" and 26 elsewhere.

The number of

cooperative employees has slightly decreased from the 39 recorded for
mid-1972.

Their ratio according to sex was exactly one to one., with 18

male and 18 female cooperators.

Among the men, 5 worked as tractorists,

3 as repairmen, 3 as truck drivers, 2 in livestock production, and 1 each
as mason, zootechnician, accountant, electrician, and mechanization facilitator.

Except for 1 woman who worked as an accountant, all the women (17)

were engaged in livestock production.
86

The 26 individuals employed outside "Victorious February" included
22 men and 4 women.

With the exception of 1 woman, who managed Komarov's

cooperative store Jednota, all held jobs outside Komarov, some a considerable distance away (as far as

~eske

Budejovice, 52 kilometers, or

ca. 33 miles, distant).
Sobeslav was the source of employment for the largest number of villagers:

5 men worked in Elitex, a factory for knitting and weaving

machines; 3 men were employed by Silnice [Highways], a national enterprise; 1 man drove a truck for a regional agricultu!'al purchasing and
supply company; and 2 women were working in the textile industry.
The others were employed as follows:

4 men by the Czechoslovak Rail-

roads in Veseli on the LuZnice; 2 as excavator operators by Raselina
[Peat], a state enterprise (they worked on the Jitra peat banks near
~~zice);

and 1 each as a machinist at Jitra, automobile mechanic in

~eske

Budejovice, employee of an agricultural construction association in Tabor,
confectioner in the food industry in Tabor, mason in Dolni Bukovsko, emI

ployee of the silon [synthetic fiber] factory in Sezimovo Usti, and
district road supervisor.

The remaining woman worked for Raselina at

Jitra as an accountant.
Seventeen more residents of Komarov are yet to be accounted for:

5 males were discharging their compulsory military service; 1 young \voman
rras a student in Nove Hrady in southern Bohemia studying to become a
nursery teacher; 2 young women were apprenticing as saleswomen in Sobeslav
and 1 young man as a turner (lathe operator) in Sobeslav's Elitex; and
1 eighteen-year-old male's status was not determined.

Seven women were

at home unemployed, though some only temporarily because of young infants
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or family emergencies.

Host of these women had worked previously in the

cooperative or been employed in Sobeslav as saleswomen and the like, and
could be expected to return to their previous employment as soon as their
presence

at home \'las no longer needed.

The increasing tendency to seek and accept employment outside Komarov
and the area of the consolidated cooperative "Victorious February" necessitates a fair amount of commuting, detailed in Table 9.
TABLE 9

COl-D!JTERS TO VIORK FROH KON.t.'WV,

1978
Location

Distance (in miles)

Number of Commuters
(N

= 29)

Sobe slav

7

14

Vesel:l. on the Lu'Znice

9

4

Jitra near Hazice

5

4

Tabor

18

2

Nove Hrady

53

1

Oeske Budejovice

33

1

Sezimovo Ust:l

16

1

Vlastibor

3

1

DoJn:l. Bukovsko

6

1

Needless to say, the two individuals from the most distant localities (Nove Hrady and Oeske Budejovice) returned to Komarov for weekends
and holidays only.

Komarov is connected with Sobeslav and the surround-

ing villages by buses \ooThich make several runs daily, and So be slav itself
is on a busy railroad line between Tabor and Prague to the north and
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~eske

Budejovice to the south.

Nevertheless, a number of villagers, men

in particular, frequently drive their

o~m

private cars, of which there

were 27 in Komarov as of January 1, 1978 (an increase of 3 over rnid-1973
even though the total number of residents fell by some 30 during the same

period)~ 7 Despite the large number of villagers employed outside Komarov,
none may

no~'l

be classified as

~10rker-peasants,

a category not uncommon

prior to the establishment of the unified agricultural cooperative.
Only insofar as the provenience of marriage partners is concerned do
Komarov's residents still follow the practices of earlier times--and this
despite the greatly increased mobility of young people of both sexes.

In

addition to some half a dozen married couples in which both husband and
wife are from local farmsteads, those who have married into Komarov come-ldth very feti exceptions-from an area that could be inscribed within
a circle about 18

mile~

in diameter, and almost 90 percent of them

within half that distance.
Slovakia.

fr~m

Only 1 woman among the 27 outsiders is from

Seven of the 3 men who have married into Komarov come from lo-

calities no farther than 7 miles a\•ray, the remaining one being from
Jind!-ich11v Hradec, some 19 miles distant.

The relatively high number of

men who have married into Komarov farmsteads no doubt reflects the diminishing size of modern families, more of which in recent times have no male
heir to take over the parents' house.

!t· Conclusion
As the discussion of the preceding sections must have indicated,
today--some two dozen years after the conversion of Komarov's economy
from small private holdings to a socialist cooperative farm--the sociocultural, economic, and demographic transformations appear to be for the most
part not only completed but irreversible.

The purpose of this brief con-

cluding section is to summarize the nature of the restructuring and
underscore the degree to which features of "traditional" village life
have been supplanted by conditions of modern agricultural enterprise.
The pret'lar farmstead t·laS run by the head of the family until his
retirement.

The heir \'laS customarily the oldest son or, if there 1-1as

no male descendant in the family, the oldest daughter.

Because all agri-

cultural land is now collectivized, inheritance of real property-->'lith
the exception of the family farmhouse and its adjacent garden--has
all of its former significance.

lo~t

Horeover, by virtue of official en-

couragement and easy access to vocational education and technical training, young men and some women, to

th~

extent that they choose to remain

in the village at all, assume specialized tasks in the cooperative

as

mechanics, agronomists, zootechnicians, accountants, and the like--jobs
that generally carry higher financial rewards than those available to the
older villagers.

1·lhile the average age of cooperators has been steadily

rising, the more prestigious and better paid technical and administrative
assignments are being filled by those with specialized background or the
required political orientation, regardless of age.

Not all of these trends

have necessarily worked toward the dipadvantage of superannuated

persons

whose basic security in old age now derives from state retirement pensions,

free medical services, and other \V"elfare benefits.
As far as division of labor according to sex is concerned, some of
the ·older patterns are still noticeable, especially the heavy concentration of female Horkers in animal production.

Hov1ever, as mechanization

proceeds further, the ratio of women employed in agriculture, in contrast
to almost all other branches of the economy, may be expected to continue
to decline.
There has been a steady tendency to minimize socioeconomic
differences, not only between men and women and between farming families
v1ithin the village, but also between individual villages.

The growing

mechanization of agriculture has resulted in slowly climbing production
Hhile at the same time the work force has been diminishing.

An important

consequence has been rising wages for cooperators and improving living
standards in their villages.

Even villages knovm for their high pro-

ductivity prior to .the recent consolidation show an upward movement of
average monthly wages under the new conditions.
of this trend, as illustrated in Figure 4.
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Komarov is a good example

FIGURE 4

AVERAGE l·O'JTHLY \VAGES PER HORKER IN THE FORMER UNIFIED AGRICULTURAL
COOPERATIVES FOR 1970 COHPARED WITH THOSE OF Tr!E CONSOLIDATED
"VICTORIOUS FEBRUARY'' FOR 1975 2B
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Perhaps the most telling proof of the cooperators' satisfaction with
their present conditions is their firm belief that a return to private control

o~

agricultural land would be not only practically unthinkable but also

undesirable on economic grounds.

What feelings of attachment to the land of

their fathers may still remain among the oldest members of the village commUnity after a full generation of socialist approach to land tenure have
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been largely rationalized away by the compensating advantages that members
of cooperatives have managed to accrue after the bleak period of the 1950s.
At the same time, some demographic trends give pause--especially the
rural exodus which, despite the fact that it has been under way since the
beginning of the century, has barely begun to level off.

If the present

trend continues, Komarov, once a thriving, albeit small, village, may in
the course of the next generation become an inconsequential rural settlement
housing those few retired cooperators who choose to reside in it in preference
to the city and a modest number of families of specialized agricultural or
industrial workers commuting to their work in the consolidated cooperative
or nearby towns.

The population may swell to a somewhat larger fraction of

its former size only on weekends or during the summer months when urban
families come to their Komarov country homes.
Once the population of a village falls below the critical size necessary
for a community to maintain its viability, it loses its local sociocultural
identity in favor of a regional one.

Evidence is rapidly accumulating that

this may have already happened in Komarov's case:

the transfer of all

political-administrative and economic decisions to Vlastibor, the closing
of the primary school and assignment of pupils to Hlavatce where they attend
classes together with their peers from other communities, and the increasing
availability of employment opportunities in nearby towns all ppint to such
a loss.

These shifts, which are true of many other Czech villages as well,

are of course not peculiar to socialist countries alone.
One of the chapters in Komarov:

A Czech Farming Village ends with the

observation (Salzmann and Scheufler 1974:62) that the centuries-old term

93

sedlak, "peasant," has become anachronistic both as a word in the Czech
lexicon and as the concept it stood for.

It now seems possible that the

equally time-honored term vesnice, "village"-a rural community the majority of whose residents are engaged in agriculture--maJ• soon meet a similar
fate. 29
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NOTES

* Grateful acknowledgment is due to the American Philosophical Society for
a grant which provided the author with the means of visiting Komarov during January 1978 when the bulk of the information on vlhich this paper is
based was gathered.

The most recent data were obtained during the late

spring of 1979 under the auspices of the European Studies Program of the
Department of .Anthropology, University of Nassachusetts/Arr.herst.
1. For an historical overview of Czech peasantry and a detailed discussion
of Komarov's natural setting and historical background, the reader is
referred to Chapters 1 and 2 (pp. 1-15 and 16-25) of Salzmann and Scheufler

1974.
2. No. 69/1949 [zakon o jednotnych

zemedels~ch druzstvech] implemented by

No. 75/1949 of March 17, 1949.

3. This second wave of consolidation should be viewed in the context of an
overall reduction in the

nurr~ers

of unified agricultural cooperatives in

the Czech Socialist Republic from 4,298 to 2,834 to 1,155 as of January 1,

1971, 1974, and 1978, respectively (Statisticka rocenka

~SSR

1978, P• 302).

4· Correspondingly, the number of state farms in the Czech Socialist Republic fell from 250 as of the end of 1969 to 125 as of the end of 1977
(Statisticka rocenka ~SSR 1972, p. 336, and 1978, p. 299).

For example,

all state farms in the Tabor district have been abolished.

5. For the purposes of mail delivery, however, Komarov belongs administratively
to Hlavatce, Vlastibor to Sobeslav.

6. No. 49/1959 of July 9, 1959 [zakon o jednotnych zemedelskQch druzstvech].
7.

~o.

122/1975 [zakon

0

zemedelskem druzstevnictvi].

8. No. 137/1975 of December 4, 1975 [Vzorove stanoyy jednotnYch zemedelskQch
druzstev].
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9. The term "permanently active" [ trvale cinny], which is commonly restricted
to those employed in agriculture, roughly corresponds to the personnel of
record in the nonagricultural branches of the economy.

More specifically,

in the unified agricultural cooperative sector it includes, besides per-

sonnel hired on a permanent basis, members of cooperatives and persons in
their families whose only or main occupation is work in the cooperative
and who work at least 240 days per year, or, if they engage exclusively in
crop growing, at least 130 days.

Also included are those who, because of

temporary disability, have been unable to accumulate the required number of
working days in a particular year.

For source of figures, see note 10, below •

.0. Rozbor hospodaren! za rok 1976, Jednotne zemedelske druzstvo "V!tezey unor"
se s!dlem ve Vlastibori.

Mimeographed.

[Vlastibor, 1977.]

.1. Rozbor hospodaren! za rok 1976, Jednotne zemedelske druzstvo "V!tezey
unor" se s!dlem ve Vlastibori.

Mimeographed.

[Vlastibor, 1977.]

.2. Rozbor hospodaren! za I. pololet! roku 1979, Jednotne zemedelske druzstvo
"V!tezny unor" se s!dlem ve Vlastibori.

J.

Mimeographed.

[Vlastibor, 1979.]

According to Statisticka rocenka Ceskoslovenske socialisticke republiky
1981, pp. 315 and 204.

4. Rozbor hospodaren! za 3· ctvrtlet! 1977, Jednotne zemedelske druzstvo
"V!tezny unor" se s!dlem ve Vlastibori.

Mimeographed.

[Vlastibor, 1977.]

5. Rozbor hospodaren! za 3· ctvrtlet! 1977, Jednotne zemedelske druzstvo
"V!tezny 'linor" se s!dlem ve Vlastibori. Mimeographed.

[Vlastibor,'l977.]

6. Adapted from Statisticka rocenka Oeskoslovenske socialisticke republiky
1978, P• 281.

7. Vlastiborsk.Y zpravodaj, No. 1 (January 1979), p. 1.
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Mimeographed. [Vlastibor.]

18. Rozbor hospodaren:l za rok 1975, Jednotne zemedelske druzstvo "V:ltezny
liner" se s:ldlem ve Vlastibori, p. 27.

Hi.meographed.

[Vlastibor, 1976.]

19. Rozbor hospodaren:l za rok 1975, Jednotne zemedelske druzstvo "V:ltezny
liner" se s:ldlem ve Vlastibori, pp. 11-13.

Himeographed.

[Vlastibor, 1976.]

20. Unless other1i.Lse noted, the figures and other supporting data of this
section were obtained through an informal census conducted in the village
rather than derived from official sources.

Nevertheless, the local

old-timers' knoi'Jledge of Komarov' s population is so detailed and reliable
that the probability of other than trivial errors is negligible.

21. The occupants of the housing unit comprised 6 adults and 8 schoolchildren.
Of the adults, 3 men vmre employed as tractorists in "Victorious February" and 1 worked for a lumber enterprise in Sobeslav, commuting daily.
The 2 women worked in the livestock production sector of the cooperative,
one in Komarov, the other in nearby Svinky.

22. Bet1veen January 1, 1978, and Hay 31, 1979, five persons died but only two
children were born, thus bringing the total number of permanent residents
further down to 147.

23. On the basis of available data, a similar pattern obtains with regard to
those who had left Komarov prior to January 1, 1972:

Sobeslav is at the

head of the list, closely followed by Prague; a large number of former
Komarov residents are settled in villages or towns in the area surrounding the Blata; the two most distant locations are Ostrava and Slovakia,
with one individual each.

24.

~ince

January 1, 1978, one of these two units was sold to a Prague family

as a summer dwelling.

25. Preliminary data for 1977 according to Statisticka rocenka CSSR 1978, p. 91.
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26. Data for 1978 according to Statistick~ ro~enka CSSR 1981, p. 107.
27. According to Rozbor hospodareni za 1. pololeti 1977 (Jednotne zemedelske
druzstvo "Vitezny linor" se sidlem ve Vlastibori [Vlastibor, 1977]),
there have been some problems resulting from the extent of commuting
by members of "Victorious February."

Host of the cooperators v1ho hap-

pened to work close to the village of their residen':!e \vere in the habit
of going home for lunch and taking an hour and a half or even more for
their noon break.

In many cases this practice interrupted the work cycle

of a team and in addition forced those co-workers without the opportunity
of returning home to wait in the open, frequently in harsh weather conditions.

To eliminate such situations, in April 1977 the management of

the cooperative introduced uniform working hours for all centers and a
lunch break of only 15 minutes.

Not all cooperators have been able or

willing to adjust fully to this change, but significant improvement has
been effected.
28. Rozbor hospodareni za rok 1975, Jednotne zemedelske druzstvo "Vitezny
liner" se sidlem ve Vlastibori, p. 27.
29. One may quite properly wonder

ho~of

[Vlastibor, 1976.]

typical Komarov is of agricultural vil-

lages in the Czech Socialist Republic.
a case study, for 'trlhich Komarov

Himeographed.

~·ras

\ihile this paper is an update of

selected by one of the authors of the

original study (Salzmann and Scheufler 1974) by reason of established
local contacts, developments in other small villages of the region follow
·a closely similar course.

As for the Czech Socialist Republic as a whole,

available statistical data and other relevant sources of information
appear to corroborate the tendencies observed in Kom&rov with respect
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to comparable farming communities.

The concentration on one small vil-

lage obviously facilitates an analysis in depth.

Hov1ever, many of the

issues and problems faced by rural communities in general can be viewed
from the perspective of a single locality, so long as the perspective
is "community out\vard."
The original study, Komarov: A Czech Farming Village, is unfortunately out of print.

A fevl remaining copies of the book are available

from the author of this chapter (Department of Anthropology, University
of Hassachusetts, Amherst, l':ass. 01003).
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INTERETHNIC RELATIONS IN A MULTINATIONAL STATE:
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o.

Introduction
For the Czechs, experience with interethnic relations is both rich

and of long standing.

Until the end of the twelfth century, the population

of the Bohemian state was almost exclusively Czech. 1 In the course of the
next two centuries, however, its makeup underwent a profotmd change.

Large

numbers of German colonists settled in many Bohemian cities and rural
areas, some of which subsequently became completely Germanized.

Population

statistics for Bohemia as of 1851 give the ratio of 2,621,450 Czechs (59.9%)
to 1,693,832 Germans {38.6%) (Kapras 1931:181).

That the historic territory

of the Bohemian state did not become more, or even totally, Germanized over
the centuries is due to the anti-German feelings of the indigenous popu~

lation, an antagonism that is as old as the earliest penetration of German
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colonists into Czech-speaking territory.
Slovak historical experience with interethnic relations was considerab~

more complex and taxing.

As a people subjected for many centuries to

the rule of the Hungarian state, the Slovaks found it difficult even to
establish a significant political and cultural center of their own.

Be-

cause of its linguistic proximity to Slovak dialects, Czech served as the
literary language in Slovakia as early as the fifteenth century, along with
the established Latin, German, and Magyar.

Political and economic power

was in the hands of Magyars and Magyarized Sloval<:s and, especially in
cities, of Germans.

Not until the middle of the nineteenth century, by

which time a Slovak national consciousness had been awakened, were conditions ripe for the establishment of literary Slovak (Salzmann 1971:8-10).
To achieve full understanding of the contemporary Czech-Slovak relationship one should properly begin with the period of the Great Moravian
Empire, which in its heyday
Czechoslovakia.

rough~

encompassed the territory of today•s

The empire's collapse at the onset of the tenth century

marked the beginning of the thousand-year-long separate historical developnent of its western part, the Czech lands, and the territory of
present-day Slovalda, which in the course of the eleventh century was to
become an integral part of the Hungarian state.
In order to keep the scope of this paper to manageable proportions,
the discussion begins with 1918, when the Czechs and Slovaks were .once
again joined together in a common state.

The focus of the paper, however,

is on the relationship between the Czechs and Slovaks since World War II.
The subject is a prickly one and not easy to research, particularly with
regard to the contemporary period and the recent past.
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The restraint

2

imposed on public discussion of real or potential tensions or conflicts
between two fraternal peoples in a common state of Czechoslovakia's political orientation has allowed only gingerly treatment of the subject.3

The

discussion that follows must therefore be taken as a mere introduction to
a problem that deserves much additional attention and research.
1. The First Republic, 1213-1938
The Czechoslovak Republic, together with several other states, arose
in central Europe from the ruins of Austria-Hungary after World War I.

With a full third of its inhabitants claiming a nationality [narodnost]
other than Czech or Slovak, it was an ethnically heterogeneous country.
According to the census of December 1, 1930 1 the nationalities represented
in the population possessing Czechoslovak citizenship were as given in

Table 1 (after Bohac 1936:91).
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TABLE 1

Ethnic Makeup or the Population or the Czechoslovak Republic
Possessing Czechoslovak Citizenship, 1930
,!!.umber

Percentage or Total

Czechoslovak

9,688,770

66.9

German

3,231,688

22.3

Magyar

691,923

4.8

Russian [and Ukrainian]

549,169

3.8

Jewish

186,642

1.3

Polish

81,737

0.6

Gypsy

32,209

0.2

Romanian

13,004

0.1

Jugoslav

3,113

Nationality

other and not given
1,310
Totals 14,479,565
It is worth

not~

IOO.o

that the Czechs and Slovaks were commonly

lumped together, as is the case in the table above. This practice no
doubt reflected the concept of their ethnic unity as Czechoslovaks,
a construct employed during the period of the First Republic (19181938). If counted separate~, the 2,295,067 Slovaks in 1930, or
of all the so-called Czechoslovaks, would have made a

23.7%

considerab~

poorer

showing than those citizens of the republic claiming German nationality.
This fact becomes evident from figures found in Table 2 (based in part
on Srb 1967:44), adjusted in its 1930 data for the state territory of
present-day Czechoslovakia, that is, without the area of Carpathian
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Ruthenia [Podkarpatska Rus], ceded to the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics by agreement on June 29, 1945.
As an aftermath of World War II, the ethnic composition of Czechoslovakia's population changed profoundly, primarily as a result of the
removal of nearly all persons of German nationality (about 95% of them
by 1950).

According to the population census of November 1, 1980, the

ethnic makeup of the population of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic
was as given in Table 2 (Statisticka rocenka CSSR 1981:92).
TABI.E 2
ETHNIC MAKEUP OF THE RESIDENT POPULA.TION OF THE CZECHOSLOVAK REPUBLIC, 1930,
ADJUSTED FOR THE PRESENT-DAY STATE TERRITORY,
AND ETHNIC MAmJP OF THE POPUlATION OF THE CZECHOSLOVAK
SOCIALIST REPUBLIC, 1980

1980

1Jl.Q
Nationality Number Percentage of Total

Number

Percentage of Total

Czech

7,426,284

53.0

9,818,618

64.3

German

3,306,099

23.6

61,917

0.4

Slovak

2,295,067

16.4

4,664,460

30.5

Magyar

596,861

4·3

579,617

3.8

Ukrainian}

118,440

o.8

47,554

O·J

7,630

o.1

Russian

99,712

0.7

67,923

().4

other and
not given
156,034
Totals 13,998,497

1.2
100.0

29,080
15,276,799

0.2
100.0

Polish
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One significant change evident from Table 2 is the shifting ratio of
Slovaks to Czechs.

As already noted, in 1930 the number of Slovaks was

approaching one fourth (23.7%) of the total of Czechs and Slovaks.
end of 1980 the figure had risen to nearly one third (32.2%).

By the

Even more

significant, however, were the changes in the relationship between these
two peoples from 1918 to the present.
In the Treaty of Saint-Germain concluded between Austria and the
twenty-seven Allied and associated countries on September 10, 1919,
Czechoslovakia obligated itself to protect the interests of those persons
residing in its territory who differed from the majority of its population
by virtue of

~ace,

language, or religion.

This obligation, effected by a

separate agreement signed on the same day, consisted of a number of provisions.

Czechoslovakia was to insure for all of its inhabitants full

and absolute protection of life and liberty regardless of their origin,

citizenship, language, race, or religion; equality before the law and
equal political rights regardless of race, language, or religion; and
for those possessing Czechoslovak citizenship unrestricted use of their
own language whether in private or commercial intercourse or in matters
relating to religion, press, or public expression.

Regarding public edu-

cation, the government of Czechoslovakia assumed the obligation to provide ,
those towns and districts inhabited by a substantial proportion of citizens
speaking a language other than Czech or Slovak with adequate facilities
for the instruction of children in their own language.

A person's mother

tongue, as a rule, was the primary criterion of his or her nationality,
although Jews were given the option to classify themselves as such.
of these provisions were subsequently incorporated in the definitive

W6

All

Czechoslovak constitution of February 29, 1920.
The Czechoslovak goverrunent viewed these obligations with the utmost
seriousness, and its implementation of the stated principles and policies
was frequently cited as an excellent model for the treatment of national
minorities in post-World War I Europe.

The following example, taken from

the especially crucial field of public education, is representative
(adapted from Kadner 1931:218).
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TABlE 3
Number of Selected Types of Public Schools in Czechoslovakia According to
Language of Instruction, 1928 1 Adjusted for the Present-Day State Territory
T:f.Ee of School

Number of Schools According to Lan~age of Instruction
Czechoslovak German
Polish Ukrainian Mag.rar
Hi xed

Total

elementary
(obecna skola)

9596

3282

87

116

689

56

13,826

upper

1316

434

10

1

13

9

1,783

244

90

1

-

6

-

341

ele~entary

(m~seanski

sko1a)

secondary
{stredn{ skola)

The comparative data presented in Table 4, belo\'r, are based on Table 3
and the relevant portions of Table 2.

TABLE

4

Ethnic Makeup of the Population of Czechoslovakia, 1930, and Corresponding Percent~ges of Selected Types of Public Schools According to Language
of Instruct1on, 1928, Adjusted for the Present-Day State Territory
Percentage
of Total

Nationality

Type of School in Percentage of Total
Elementary
Upper Elementary Secondary

Czech and Slovak

69.4

73.8

71.5

German

23.7

24.3

26.4

Magyar

5.0

0.7

1.7

Ukrainian and Russian 0.8

0.8

0.1

Polish

0.7

0.6

0.6

other and not given

1.2

0.4 [mixed]

O. 5 [mixed]

Totals

100.0

99.9

0.3

100.0

The corresponding figures for specialized or professional secondary schools,
especially of the technical or economic type, and for university-level
institutions are comparable.
Table 4 clearly sho\'rs that the number of public schools available to
Czechoslovak citizens not speaking Czech or Slovak closely coincided with
the relative strength of the several nationalities among the total popula-
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tion.

In vie\'T of such evenhanded treatr.1ent of ethnic groups, it is strange

that the Slovaks, one of che two principal constituent nationalities of
pre\"/ar Czechoslovakia, vrere to be given less consideration than

~ras

accorded

some of the other coinhabitants of the republic.
In the Czechoslovak constitution of February 29, 1920, the Slovak
language vras granted full legal equality vrith the Czech; however, the
privileges \'Jhich Slovak supposedly
ly realized.

~-1as

to enjoy were never to be complete-

The portion of the constitution that dealt with language

[ jazykovj zakon J refrained from settling the question of \-.rhether or not
Czech and Slovak are

b10

separate and coequal languages.

Instead, it

set forth the concept of Czechoslovak linguistic unity, according to which
there existed only one language, common to both Czechs and Slovaks--the
Czechoslovak language [jazxk ceskoslovensk§J •

Having been declared the

"state" and "official" language of the country, Czechoslovak vras accorded
legal primacy over the languages spoken by the German, Magyar, Ukrainian,
and other minorities of the republic.
. vak language
Slovak.

\•laS

The curious construct of the Czechoslo-

then said to consist of tvlO "versions [ znen:f.] '" Czech and

This interpretation \·ras linked to the parallel but prior concept

of a unitary Czechoslovak (that is, Czech and Slovak) nation, or people
[ceskoslovenski narod J' to \·rhich the preamble to the country' s constitution
made categorical reference.
\·lhile in theory both versions of Czechoslovak had equal legal status
vrith respect to all functions they vrere expected to serve, Slovak proved
to be at a definite disadvantage and the relationship bet\·reen the t\"/O turned

out to be anything but symmetrical.
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The Czechs made no attempt to hide

their conviction that Czech culture--its language and literature in particular--\·ms far superior to that of the Slovaks, and expected appropriate
gratitude for their·tutelage.

The many overt manifestations of this

condescending attitude came to be deeply resented by educated Slovaks.
For example, \·thile many public schools in the Czech-spea!d.ng regions of
the republic bore the designation "Czech," throughout Slovakia the legal
term "Czechoslovak"

\"TUS

emphasized and even enforced by the sizable con-

tingent of Czech bureaucrats who had gone to Slovakia to meet the locally .
unsatisfied demand for teachers and administrators.

Even as late as 1930,

among the 417 civil servants of all ranks in the ministry of education in
Prague only 4 \'lere Slovaks, and in the Slovak department of this ministry
in Bratislava,

t\"10

thirds of the 162 officials were Czechs (Steiner 1973:30).

This and other expressions of Czech cultural hegemony, prevalent especially
during the early years of the First Republic, gave justifiable rise to
gro\·r.i.ng nationalist feelings among the Slovaks.
/

Their striving for· a dis-

tinct linguistic identity during the second decade was one of the fe\'l but
effective means left to them of maintaining and even strengthening the
boundaries of their ethnicity. 4
The asymmetry in cultural relations between the Czechs and Slovaks
was paralleled in their economic relations.

Soon after the formation of

the First Republic, much of the undercapitalized Slovak industrial establishment began eiperiencing the effects of competition from the Czech lands
and at the same time \'las finding access to its former markets (especially
postwar Hungary) increasingly restricted.

The 'result was that during the

economic depression of 1921-23 some of what little heavy industry there was
in Slovakia had to be liquidated or even dismantled.

In general, much of

the interwar period was characterized by a relative stagnation of the Slovak
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industrial economy.

Although in 1937 the population of Slovakia (includ-

ing its minorities, especially the l·.8.gyars) amounted to about 2.4% of the
republic's total, Slovakia's share of the industrial production of the
country was only about

~~ (~indelka

1966:208).

The situation in Slovak agriculture, which had ahrays lagged behind
the Czech, was only slightly more favorable.

Although agricultural land

in Slovakia in 1936 amounted to 35.4~ of the country's total (again adjusted for the present-day state territory), the corresponding gross
agricultural production did not exceed 23.3%, while the share of those
active in agriculture was 32.3%.

The volume of production per agricul-

tural vrorker in the Czech lands was more than

5o% higher than

in Slovakia

(Sindelka 1966:208).
In short, Slovakia was considered a mere agrarian appendage to the
Czech economy.

To be sure, Slovakia entered the new republic in 1913 in

a comparatively underdeveloped state, and its topography is less favorable
to agriculture than that of the Czech lands.

But the central government

in Prague failed to take steps commensurate with Slovakia's needs to
compensate for its economic retardation.

A measure of the imbalance of

economic opportunities between the Czech lands and Slovakia is evident
from the data concerning emigration into foreign countries:

despite the

heavy preponderance of the Czech-speaking population, the respective
yearly emigration averages for the period of 1920-24 were 22,138 and
27,639 (Srb 1967:157).
Voices demanding Slovak self-government began to be heard even before the

post-~~orld

Har I peace treaties were signed.

The moveme-nt

toward autonomY, in fact, became one of the chief planks in the platform
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of the Slovak People's party [Iudova strana] as early as 1919.

The party

had considerable appeal for the Slovaks; it emerged from the several
elections held during the interwar period as Slovakia's strongest political force.

To assuage the demands for autonomy, the central government

in Prague eventually began considering a program of far-reaching administrative decentralization, but the few steps taken in this direction
turned out to be largely formal.

Yoreover, a greater danger to the in-

tegrity of the republic was rapidly developing from another ethnic group,
much closer to Prague--the Germans.

Encouraged by the growing power and

aggressiveness of Hitler's Germany, the Sudetendeutsche Partei became
numerically the strongest political party of the country.

On October 6,

1938, while Nazi Germany began the dismemberment of Czechoslovakia by
forcing it to cede its German-speaking frontier territory, the Slovaks
declared themselves an autonomous unit within the paralyzed Czecho-Slovak
state.
Subsequent events followed in rapid succession:

a month later, .a

large portion of southern Slovakia was annexed by Hungary, and on March 14,
1939, one day before the German troops began occupying what was left of
the Czech lands, Slovakia proclaimed itself an independent state at the
instigation and under the protection of the Third Reich.

It was at this

time that modern Slovak nationalism reached its fullest self-assertion.

2. War Years, 1939-1945
The thorny question of how relations between the Czechs and Slovaks
should be arranged in the future began to be discussed by Czech and Slo-
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vak political leaders in exile soon after World War II was unleashed.
Suggested solutions ranged all the way from perpetuating the prewar concept of the unitary Czechoslovak people to partial autonomy to federalization to fUll Slovak independence to a "soviet Slovakia." The Czechoslovak president in exile, Edvard Benes, is quoted as insisting in
December 1943 on continuing the prewar arrangement: "You will never get
me to recognize the Slovak nation. That is my scientific conviction which
I will not change •••• I firmly uphold the view that Slovaks are Czechs
and the Slovak language is but one of the dialects of Czech, along with
the speech of the HanA region or other Czech dialects. I would not try
to stop anyone from calling himself a Slovak, but I will not allow it to
be declared that there exists a Slovak nation." As far as the postwar arrangement was concerned, Benes is said to have asserted: "I am of the
opinion that administrative decentralization should be carried out in the
fUture republic but the solution must not be according to nationality"
(Klimes and others 1965:53-54; author's translation). 5
In the meantime, however, developments in Slovakia were taking
their own course, especially as a consequence of the Slovak national
uprising [Slovenske n~rodne povstanie] against the Germans on August 29,

1944. Although the uprising was crushed after two months of fighting and
subsequently reduced to partisan activity in the mountains and forests,
it enhanced the irifluence of the Slovak National Council [Slovenska narod-

nk

rada], established as part of the so-called Christmas Agreement of 1943

by antifascist political leaders in Slovakia.

It was largely due to the Slovak National Council, which claimed
unrestricted legislative

and

executive power in Slovakia, that despite

later efforts of the London group of Czechoslovak exiles to the contrary, a measure of Slovak self-government was guaranteed in the official
program of the new Czechoslovak government published at Kosice on April 5,
1945. The Kosice Program recognized Slovaks as a "distinct nation" and
the Slovak National Council as their rightful representative as well as
the bearer of state authority in the Slovak territory.

The only state

functions exempt from the Council's jurisdiction were those relating to
foreign affairs, foreign trade, and national defense.

In order to pro-

teet Slovak interests in the respective three ministries, the institution
of state secretaries was created:

i f the minister was a Czech, the state

secretary was a Slovak, and vice versa.

Each of the three state secre-

taries was a political appointee and a full-fledged member of the
government at the ministerial level.

Corresponding to other ministers

of the central goverment in Prague was the Slovak Board of Commissioners
[Zbor poverenikov ].

Although not explicitly so designated, this board

was to be the executive body of the Slovak National Council, the virtual
government of Slovakia.
May

Because one day after returning to Prague on

10, 1945, the new Czechoslovak government had dissolved the two-week-

old Czech National Council [Oeska narodn! ~], the resulting structure
was one of administrative asymmetry, providing the Slovaks

~th

a measure

of autonomy though not with full-fledged partnership.

3· Postwar Years, 1945-1968

..

Subsequently, three so-called Prague Agreements (in June 1945 ,

April

1946, and June 1946) resulted

in a progressive weakening of the

authority of the Slovak National Council and its successive subordination
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to central Czechoslovak government.

Instead of actively dealing with

the affairs of the Slovak people, the Council and the Board of Commissioners were confined to the implementation of laws and directives
issued from Prague. 6
The Czechoslovak constitution of May 9, 1948,dealt with the Slovak
question essentially on the basis of the third Prague Agreement, but
its implementation was in the direction of further centralization.

It

delimited the legislative authority of the Slovak National Council,
whose concern was to be devoted primarily to matters of Slovak national
culture, health, and social welfare.

The prime minister of the c.entral

government convened and adjourned meetings of the Council and cosigned
all laws generated by it; if he determined that they exceeded the
Council's jurisdiction, he had them reviewed by the central government
for final decision.

Furthermore, the Board of Commissioners was ap-

pointed and removed by the government.
Even the infamous political trials during the early 1950s of Rudolf
Slansk;Y and his "fellow conspirators" had their measure of anti-5lovak
overtones.

One of the victims was Vladimir Clementia, the Slovak Communist

intellectual who had become minister of foreign affairs following the
tragic death in March of 1948 of Jan Masaryk.

Accused of bourgeois and

secessionist nationalism, Clementis was executed in December 1952.
Not until 1956, at the time of the reaction to the cult of personality, was there a substantial change in the status of the Slovak national
organs.

The constitutional law of July 31 of that year authorized the

convening of the Slovak National Council by its own presidium and gave
the Council authority to appoint and remove the Board of Commissioners or
its individual members.

The final acceptance of laws passed by the Council
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no longer rested with the government but with the president of the
all-state National Assembly.
autonomy was short-lived.

However, this strengthening of Slovak

In 1960, Czechoslovak party and state organs

declared the building of socialism as having been completed and wrote a
new, socialist constitution, which was proclaimed on July 11.

The funda-

mental concept of the rapprochement among nations under the socialist banner was translated into centralization of state power and, accordingly,
the authority of the Slovak National Council was severely circumscribed
and the Board of Commissioners--now viewed as an unnecessary link between
the central government and organs of local Slovak government--was abolished.
Henceforth, any suggestion of federalization according to the principle of
"equal partnership" established in the Christmas Agreement of 1943 was
seen as a threat to a higher socialist order.

In fact, as late as 1967

Antonfn Novotnf, the country's Czech president, called for "intolerant
struggle against demonstrations of any nationalism" {quoted in Ulc 1974:16).
The asymmetry which during the 1960s characterized the political relations between the Czechs and Slovaks in their common state proved an
increasing irritant to both peoples.

The Slovaks came to view their Council

and other national organs as mere appendages of the central government

(which they in f'act were) and most of' the centralist legislation as reflecting primarily Czech administrative needs and experiences rather than
their own.

By contrast, the existence of separate Slovak institutions,

without corresponding Czech counterparts, reinforced among the Czechs a
growing perception of the Slovaks as unduly privileged partners.
The most important development of this period, however, was the drive
~o

destalinize Czechoslovakia, begun at the 12th congress of the Czechoslo-

vak Communist party in December 1962.
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The drive was spearheaded by Slovak

intellectuals, journalists, and writers whose concern for their nation's
future emboldened them to bring into the open the many injustices of the
postwar years.

One result of these efforts was the rehabilitation in 1963

and 1964 or the executed or imprisoned victims of the trials of the early
1950s, as well as the removal from high political posts of several
functionaries tainted with a Stalinist past.

Another was the reinterpre-

tation of the Slovak national uprising of 1944 as a spontaneous outburst
by all Slovak patriots rather than an act of Communist partisans directed
from Moscow.
In an art.icle originally written and submitted in 1963 but not published until 1968, Milos Gosiorovsey, a Slovak historian, expressed for
many the prevailing view concerning the one-sided treatment Slovak national
aspirations had been receiving in the political writings of the period:
"While for a full fifteen years theories concerning the roots, causes,
and consequences of Slovak nationalism were fabricated and accorded mass

circulation, not even in the theoretical articles was there ever published
an analysis of the causes and consequences of Czech chauvinism.

At most,

here and there an abstract phrase appeared to the effect that it is also
necessary to fight against Czech chauvinism" (Gosiorovsk.Y 1968:.388; author• s
translation).
The central committee of the Czechoslovak Communist party came to
grips with the mounting expressions of dissatisfaction in January 1968,
in an already considerably liberalized atmosphere.

might expect, came again from the Slovaks.

The pressure, as one

Prominent among them was

Alexander Dubcek, who on January 5 succeeded Antonin Novotny as the
Party's first secretary, a post he had filled for the Slovak Communist
party since 1963.7

us

4. The Federalization of 196S
The solution of the Czech-5lovak question was to be accomplished in
two stages:

first there was to be a return to the spirit of the postwar

Kosice Program which, although contirruing the asymmetrical arrangement between the two peoples, would have, in effect, reestablished a good measure
of Slovak autonomy; plans for the second stage, to be ushered in by a new
constitution,

c~lled

for federalization.

However, once the goal of federali-

zation had been set, the Slovaks could no longer contain their impatience
with its implementation.

Enabling legislation was set into motion on

June 24, 196S, the paragraphed text of a draft of the new constitutional
law was drawn up by mid-October, and on the eve of the fiftieth anniversary
of the founding of Czechoslovakia (October 2B, 196S) federalization was
accepted by the National Assembly, to become effective as of January 1, 1969.
According to the constitutional law concerning the new federation,
the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic consists of two fraternal nations
possessing equal rights--the Czechs and the Slovaks.

Accordingly, the

federative state is made up of the Czech Socialist Republic and the Slovak
Socialist Republic.

Each republic respects the sovereignty of the other,

and both respect the sovereignty of .their common federal state, which in

turn "does not absorb" their sovereignty.

The law further distinguishes

three spheres of jurisdiction:
1. that of exclusive jurisdiction of the federation;
2. that of joint jurisdiction of the federation and the two national
republics; and

3. that of exclusive jurisdiction of the national republics.
The sphere of exclusive federal jurisdiction includes foreign policy
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in its various manifestations, defense of the Czechoslovak Socialist
Republic, currency, and those other matters in which an integrating
element overrides purely national interests.
The sphere of joint jurisdiction of the federation and the two
national republics is the broadest of the three.

It includes planning,

finance, banking, price control, foreign economic relations, industry,
agriculture and food, transportation, and those sectors in which both
federal and national interests of either republic need safeguarding.
The sphere of exclusive jurisdiction of the national republics
includes matters not specifically exempt--for example, primary and
secondary education, national culture, health, and internal commerce.
Federalization likewise brought some fundamental changes in
governmental structure.

The earlier unicameral system was replaced

by a bicameral Federal Assembly [Federalni shromazdeni] consisting of
the House of Nations (Snemovna narodd] and the House of the People
(Snemovna lidu].

The former has an equal number of delegates (75)

from each of the two constituent republics while the representatives
in the latter (200 of them) are elected from the country as a whole.
The presidium of the Federal Assembly, which bridges the two chambers,
is empowered to carry out most legislative functions when the assembly
is not in session.

Certain domains of legislative

act~on~those

per-

taining to important questions of common interest to the two nations-must be passed in the House of Nations by a majority vote of both the
Czech and Slovak deputies.

The intent of the measure is to protect the

rights of the Slovaks, who in the House of the People are in a minority.
Each republic has its own national council, made up of the respective
members of the Federal Assembly, and an executive branch of government .

1~

consisting of a premier, deputy premiers, and ministers.

The representa-

tive of the national sovereignty and independence of each of the two
nations and the supreme organ of its state power is the Czech National
Council on the one hand and the Slovak National Council on the other.

The

overall governmental structure of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic and
its two constituent republics--outlined above only in its most essential
features--thus necessarily leads to proliferation of its organs and
bureaucratization of the decision-making process.

While certain ministries

(for example, those of education, culture, and health) exist only on the
level of the two constituent republics, others have been established on
the federal level as well (for example, agriculture and food, finance,
and interior), while still others exist

on~

on the federal level (for

example, foreign affairs, foreign trade, and national defense).

The spe-

cific number of ministries and the division of their responsibilities have
been subject to periodic reorganization.
Several amendments to the constitutional law of 1968 have been passed
in recent years.

They signal once again a return to a greater concen-

tration of power in the federal organs at the expense of the jurisdiction
of the individual republics.

The Constitutional Act 125/1970 of December 20,

1970,resulted in the insertion into the constitution of Article 85a, according to which "the Government of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic shall
have the authority to suspend the implementation of a measure ad9pted by
the government of a Republic, or may abolish it i f it is contradictory to
measures adopted by the Government of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic
8
issued within the scope of the jurisdiction of the Federation."
In 1971
Gustav Husak, a Slovak but an ardent federalist, who became president in
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1975, stressed the necessity of creating "a common consciousness among
the members of nations and nationalities of Czechoslovakia, a single
Czechoslovak consciousness founded on our socialist order" (author's translation).9 Similarly, efforts are under way to integrate the Czechoslovak
econany: both Czechs and Slovaks have been admonished to unite their endeavors in the interest of their common socialist economy, which is to
constitute a single entity based on unified national planning.

This time,

however, not all developments have turned out to be to Slovakia's disadvantage.

The prime example is the Slovak economy.

5. National Economy
The most canmon complaint heard from those Czechs who are willing
to comment privately on Czech-slovak relations is that the rapid postwar
industrialization of Slovakia has been paid for by the Czech nation.
Whether or not this complaint has merit turns on the question of the nature
and degree of obligation a collectivity is to assume toward another collectivity under a given set of circumstances.

According to socialist pre-

cepts, the desirability of leveling economic differences is inseparable
from mutual aid even if for a period of time the assistance rendered happens to be one-sided.

This policy is viewed as not only an expression of

altruism and socialist solidarity, but as a means of insuring the rapid
development of other nations or regions out of pure self-interest on the
part of those who are economically advantaged.
There is no question that since World War II Slovakia has seen a
rapidly accelerating development of all basic branches of its national
economy and has reached the top ranks in fields which during.the First
Republic were not even represented.
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A few selected statistical comparisons

tellingly make the point. 10
Table 5 shows the changing proportion, for selected years, of per
capita gross industrial output in the Slovak Socialist Republic (SSR)
in comparison with the Czech Socialist Republic (CSR).
TABLE 5
PER CAPITA GROSS INDUSTRIAL OOTPUT IN THE SLOVAK SOCIALIST REPUBLIC
IN CCMPARISON WITH THE CZECH SOCIALIST REPUBLIC, 1937-1972 (SElECTED YEARS)
(CSR • 100)
Ratio in Percentage
27
35
49
55
68
70

1937
1946
1960
1964
1970
1972

The acceleration of industrial production in the SSR has continued almost
unabated since 1972 as well, as can be seen from Table 6.
/'

TABLE 6
INDICES OF INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION
IN THE CZECH SOCIALIST REPUBLIC AND THE SLOVAK SOCIALIST REPUBLIC,
1974-1980 (SELECTED YEARS)
~

·1970
1974
1976
1978
1980

(1970 - 100)
CSR
SSR

-

100.0
125.7
139.8
153.3
163.3

100.0
141.3
166.9
184.0
201.4
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SSR

C'SR
1.12
1.19
1.20
1.23

The ratio of Slovak industrial output doubled during the period of the
twenty-six years bet"Vreen 194.6 and 1972, and it has continued to rise
since.

At the sarr.e time one must take into account that the SSR has a

higher percentage of agricultural land than the CSR and consequently
the ratio of Slovak industry to agriculture is likely to favor the latter.

Another fact to keep in mind is the higher natural population

increase in the SSR (in 1980, for example,

8.9 per 1,000 as compared

to 1.8 per 1,000 in the CSR) and consequently a higher percentage of
population outside the labor force by virtue of age and a somewhat lower
percentage of women in employment.
Table 7 sho'VIS the changing proportion of gross agricultural output
in the SSR in comparison with the CSR.
TABlE 7
Gross Agricultural Output in the Slovak Socialist Republic in Comparison
with the Czech Socialist Republic, 1936-1972 (Selected Years)
(CSR = 100)
Year
Per
Inhabitant
1936

93 [1937]

Ratio in Percentage
Per Agricultural Per Hectare of
Agricultural Land
Worker
62.3

53.6

194.8

105

59.7

69.0

1960

110

73.3

75.0

1970

102

74.2

79.8

1972

101

76.5

80.0

Once again, the comparison afforded by this table is somewhat skewed
by the differential topography of the two republics:

the proportion of

mountainous or submontane areas in the SSR is greater than in the CSR.
The rapid growth of the Slovak economy can be even better appreciated from Tables 8 and 9 giving percentage figures for selected years
between 1936 and 1980 for industrial output and gross agricultural output
in the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic and the two constituent republics,

and relating these figures to the base of 100 for 1937 and 1936, respectively.
TABLE 8
Index of Industrial Output in Czechoslovakia
in Percentages, 1937-1980 (Selected Years)

(1937 = 100)
1937
CSSR 100

1948
108

1955
243

1960
403

1968
631

1972
823

1974 1976 1978 1980
934 1,055 1,170 1,275

CSR

100

102

219

355

525

675

SSR

100

196

539 1,025 1,988 2,764 3,317 3,917 4,474 4,898

752

917

835

978

TABLE 9
Index of Gross Agricultural Output in Czechoslovakia
in Percentages, 1936-1980 {Selected Years)

(1936 = 100)
1968

1972

1976

1978

1980

1936

1948

1955

1960

CSSR

100

73.0

91.7

99-5 119.5 131.1 140.3 135.5 151.1 154.2

CSR

100

67.3

83·3

88.8 107.4 115.5 122.8 117.3 133.6 134-5

SSR

100

92.3 120.0 135.8 160.1 183.5 199.1 196.6 212.7 220.2
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1974

More specifically, the growth (194S

= loo%) of the output in

specific branches of industry shows the Slovak production for 1980 in
the chemical, rubber, and asbestos industries at 6,959%; machine tool,
metalworking, and electrotechnical industries at 6,577%; and iron
metallurgy at 3,402%, with the comparable figures for the CSR at 2,459%,

2,463%, and 729%. Because the bulk of the Slovak industrial plant was
built only in the past fifteen to twenty years, it is much superior to
the partially obsolescent equipment in the CSR.
The fast-paced industrial growth in Slovakia has been accompanied
by equally rapid urbanization.

Bratislava, the capital of the SSR, and

Kosice, the metropolis of eastern Slovakia, have increased their respective 1930 populations of 142,465 and 70,117 to nearly 400,000 and 210,000
at the present, not counting those living in their sprawling environs.
Comparable increases were registered in communities of 5,000-20,000
and

20,000-100,000 inhabitants. The population of the former category

jumped from 857,527

(24.9% of the total Slovak population) in 1950 to

1,609,440 (35-5%) in 1970,
11
to 959,29S (21.1%).

and of the latter category from

369,728 (10.?%)

The postwar years, then, have been marked by a wholesale transformation of what was once a predominantly rural population into masses
of increasingly specialized industrial and agricultural workers and the
requisite numbers of bureaucrats.

But the prewar stereotype 'of

~he

Slovak as a semiliterate or even illiterate tinker or shepherd still
lingers among some members of the older generation of Czechs.

These

Czechs view the self-confidence and assertiveness of the Slovaks as a
mixture of naivete and impertinence, and the investment in the Slovak
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economy as so much Czech money going dorm the drain.

Related to this

sentiment is the tendency to underrate the strides that the Slovaks
have made in raising their cultural standards.
Table 10 shows the changing proportion, for selected years, of the
inhabitants of the SSR in comparison with the CSR with respect to educational background.
TABLE 10
Educational Background of Inhabitants of the Slovak Socialist Republic
in Comparison with the Czech Socialist Republic for 1950, 1961, and 1970
(CSR = 100)
Txpe of School

Ratio in Percentage

1950

1961

1970

university level'

57

69

77

general secondary

57

86

101

secondary vocational

58

66

78:

vocational

35

45

42

450

428

350

Year:

elementary or less

Statistical data for the academic year 1976-77 show that current enrollments are surpassing all expectations: while

1.9% of

the total popu-

lation of the CSR was enrolled in secondary vocational or vocational schools,
the corresponding figure for the SSR was 2.4%. The disparity grows even
larger in the case of university-level students: CSR,

1.Q% and SSR, 1.4%

(if corrected for the differences in age composition between the two republics, the corresponding figure for SSR would be 1.17%). A projection
of these trends into the future, when the educationally underprivileged
oldest generation of Slovaks will have died out, leads to interesting conclusions.
1~

According to Lenin, any program designed to deal

~nth

nationalities

from a Marxist point of view must strive to insure equal rights for individual nations and their languages while being implacably opposed to
bourgeois nationalism.

In practice, ho\'rever, the principle of prole-

tarian internationalism does not ahmys turn out to be fully compatible
with that of equality among the various national components of pluralistic state structures.

The solution of the problem of nationalities

tends to become subordinated to the class problem--a struggle for socialist revolution or the building of socialism and communism.

Accord-

ingly, such a state as Czechoslovakia, with its highly centralized
system of governnent, may not be favorably disposed to tolerating
multiple centers of political power even if equal rights are constitutionally guaranteed its various national components. It is

therefor~

no

accident that the federalization of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic in
1969 was not accompanied by the federalization of the Communist party,
"the guiding force in society and in the State." l2

In the words of Gustav

I

Hus8k, "It is especially important that even under the conditions or the
federative arrangement of the state the [Communist] party retain its unified, internationalist character; such a party will serve as a guarantor of
mutual fraternal cooperation among Czechoslovak nations and nationalities
and an integrating force for the working class and working people of the
entire state" (author's translation).

13 Nonetheless, the present arrange-

ment has achieved about as close a balance as may be expected in the foreseeable future, and certainly closer than any arrangement since World War II:
the power center is in Prague, the capital of the CSR, but the person serving
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as both the country's president and the Party's head is a Slovak.

6. Cultural Relations
However, instances of the legacy of inequality remain, whether expressed or perceived.
ture.

Some of the most striking are in the sphere of cul-

The Czechs continue to view Slovak cultural accomplishments

and institutions as lacking the maturity and refinement that can be
gained only from a respectably long period of historical development.
The attitude of the Czechs toward the Slovak language may serve as a
particularly good illustration.

Even today a great many Czechs are un-

willing or unable to accept Slovak as a full-fledged cultural institution
with a distinctive structure and literary tradition of its own.
they tend to view it as a caricature of their own language:

Rather,

insofar as

Slovak expressions are not identical or nearly identical with those of
Czech, they seem to them to possess a measure of grotesqueness.

What is

more, Slovak words or phrases that are not intelligible to Czechs at
first hearing strike them as monstrous rather than as simply foreign
(Pr{bram 1976:640).

Acquaintance with Slovak literature has always been

very poor on the part of the Czechs, whose appreciation of Slovak creativity is limited for the most part ·to folklore.

No wonder that despite the

great many sociocultural and economic changes that have occurred in

Slo-~

vakia during the past several decades the cultural personality assigned
by Czechs to Slovaks remains essentially what it was fifty years ago-that of a naive pastoral folk.l

4 The interest on the part of the Czechs

.

or~g~na

~n

. th e
rea di ng Sl ovak wor k s ~n

. .

1 ~s
. neg1i g~"ble; 15 even more re-

markable is the absence in the Czech Socialist Republic of any
devoted to Slovak studies.
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centers

What makes matters even worse is the fact that the Slovak language
has long been a source of pride and the most important symbol of Slovak
national specificity.

The long-standing efforts of Slovak scholars and

intellectuals to stem the encroachment of Czech upon Slovak and the
forced convergence of the two languages gave way during the liberalized
atmosphere of the mid-1960s to proud and assertive statements.

One of

the twelve "theses concerning the Slovak," formulated by J ozef Ruzicka
(1967:286), proclaimed that "the basic evolutionary feature of contemporary
literary Slovak is development according to its own laws."

The theses

subsequently served as a point of departure for Ruzicka's article "The
law concerning Slovak."

The introductory statement to a proposed con-

stitutional amendment and implementary law minced no words:

"Today it

is a matter of general knowledge and even public discussion that the affairs of the Slovak nation are not being equitably dealt with in our
republic ••••

The question of our national language was and is being

passed over in silence as is the case, for example, even in our socialist
constitution ••• " (Ruzicka 1968:225; author's translation).
The language of the proposed law was meant equally for both Czech
and Slovak ears: "Slovak is the national language of the Slovaks and is
one of the fundamental marks of the Slovak nation •••• In the Czechoslovak
Socialist Republic, Slovak, like Czech, bears the function of a state
language •••• All of Slovak society is responsible for the destiny and high
standard of the Slovak language. All Slovaks are expected to further the
development of the Slovak language, defend and assert its rights •••
(Ruzicka 1968:228; author's translation).
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II

The Slovak fear of Czech cultural and linguistic hegemony has produced several instances of asymmetry which appear to favor the Slovaks.
Slovaks have their own Slovak Academy of Sciences [Slovenska akad~mia
vied] which, although technically a part of the Czechoslovak Academy
16'
of Sciences, is not matched by a corresponding Czech institution. Most
exceptional is the case of a recent open letter addressed to President
Hus~k by Jif{ Ruml, the editor of the former weekly newsmagazine Reoort{r.

Commenting on nationalism, Ruml notes that "during recent years expressions of nationalism have tended to increase as a result of the
insensitive 'Slovakizing' policy of your leadership ••••

The flood of

Slovak in our communications media and public life has ••• as its consequence the exact opposite of its goal ••• ; it antagonizes people [understand:

Czechs], it makes them resort in self-defense to humor that is

not infrequently cruel, and in its effects leads even to hatred.

And

that should not be a matter of indifference, least of all to Slovaks"
(Ruml 1976:762; author's translation).
The view of the Slovak economy as parasitic upon the Czech economy
overlooks the fact that Slovakia has been supplying needed labor force
to the Czech lands for several decades.

The forced departure of several

million Germans, most of them from the border areas of Bohemia's north,
resulted in a serious shortage of both agricultural and industrial
workers, and it was Slovakia that at the time commanded a large reservoir
of employable people.

While the number of Slovaks in the Czech lands in

1930 amountedtoonly about 45,000 (0.4%), it increased almost sixfold by
1950 (to

2.~fo),

(or just above

and estimates for 1982 put the figure at about 400,000

J.8~). 17
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These figures must be taken as minimal, because some of the Slovaks relocated in the Czech Socialist Republic have become assimilated,
especially those in mixed marriages.

Almost

9o%

of children born in

mixed Czech-Slovak families continuing to reside in the Czech Socialist
Republic are being brought up as Czechs and are registered as possessing Czech nationality (Haufler 1973:73, Srb 1967:259-260).

What is more,

even those children whose parents are both Slovak have no other choice
than to attend Czech schools (and do poorly in comparison with their
Czech classmates) while according to Constitutional Act No. 144 of
October 27, 1968, which concerns the status of ethnic groups in the
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, "citizens of Hungarian, German, Polish
and Ukrainian (Ruthenian) national origin shall be guaranteed to the

extent appropriate to the interests of their ethnic development and
under conditions specified by law:
18
own language ••• " (Article 3).

(a) the right to education in their

Some Slovaks consider this internal westward migration and consequent assimilation, which affect mostly teenagers and young people in
their twenties, as incompatible with Slovak national dignity.

This

process of denationalization smacks of the naive but not altogether
illusory solution of the Czech-Slovak problem envisaged by the former
Czechoslovak president Antonin Novotny.

According to him, the Czechs

would marry Slovaks, and vice versa, and their children, who 'wou:+d
learn to pronounce the Czech

"r"

and the Slovak soft "Y," would in

effect become Czechoslovaks speaking a language which during the First
Republic existed only as an invidious construction (Zima 1969:9).

This

was by no means the only indiscretion Novotny was guilty of--his-dislike
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of and disdain for the Slovaks was well known. 19
7 • Conclusion

The history of sociocultural contacts

between the Czechs

and Slovaks has been a long one, culminating during the past sixty years
as the tt-ro nations-except for the period of World vlar II-have come to
share a common state.

Their relationship in modern times was grossly

asymmetrical until 1969.

At that time, the federalization of Czecho-

slovakia helped to bring about a measure of dynamic balance between
them.

Although efforts to redress the economic disparity between the

two federated republics have been proceeding apace and the Slovaks at
present enjoy a significant degree of participation in the political
leadership of the state, some unresolved issues of mutual adjustment
persist as a consequence of lingering prejudices and resentments.
Despite the all-encompassing effects of the policy of socialist .internationalism, which ha~tended both to test and to mend the fabric
of relationships

bet~veen

the

t~vo

nations, the solution of Czech-Slovak

problems appears to remain a long-term goal.
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NOTES

* Some information made use of in this paper was gathered in Czechoslovakia in connection with other grant-supported studies.

It therefore

seems appropriate to acknowledge the author's appreciation of the financial assistance provided in 1971 by the Wenner-Gren Foundation for
Anthropological Research and in 1978 by the American Philosophical
Society.
1. In this paper, the adjective "Czech" is used whenever the institutions and the ethnic or linguistic specificity of the Czechs are
under consideration.

By

contrast, the designation "Bohemian" refers

to the westernmost part of Czechoslovakia and, more broadly, to the
historicogeographic entity known for centuries as the Bohemian
Kingdom, which also included Moravia and Silesia.

In recent years,

the new term Cesko, subsuming the Czech-speaking areas of Bohemia
(Cechy] and Moravia [Morava], has found acceptance as a shorthand·
counterpart to Slovensko ("Slovakia"), the easternmost part of the
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic.

Historically, Bohemia, Moravia, and

Silesia have been referred to as "Czech lands" [ceske zeme].
2. As is evident from Table 2, the only significant minority in present-day
Czechoslovakia is the Magyars (less than six hundred thousand strong,
or 3.8 percent of the total population).

During the years immediately

following World War II, the Czechoslovak government strove'to

~xchange

the Magyars residing in Slovakia for Slovaks in Hungary and to remove
the remaining ones.

These efforts were only partially successful:

in 1947 and 1948 some 73,000 Slovaks were resettled in exchange for
some 68,000 Magyars, and an additional 6,000 Magyars left Czechoslovakia
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voluntarily {Sindelka 1975:115-116).

Attempts to remove the bulk of

the remaining Magyars were brought to a halt in mid-1948, after the
changes of government in both Hungary and Czechoslovakia had made the
original goal an anachronism.
An interesting question concerns the status of the Gypsies in
Czechoslovakia.

However, in order to keep this paper to a manageable

length, a discussion of this aspect of Czechoslovak policies and
practices regarding ethnic minorities has been omitted.

A separate

paper dealing with the Gypsy problem is in preparation.

3. One may take, as an example, Stav a Ukoly vjzkumu mirodnostrll. otazky
v

~SSR--Materialy

1974 {Opava:
ved, 1975).

z konference konane v Trinci ve dnech 23. a

Intern! tisk Slezskeho ustavu

~eskoslovenske

24•

zar!

akademie

In this publication, which contains twenty-eight reports

assessing the status and tasks concerning research on the problem of
nationalities in Czechoslovakia, the relationship between the Czechs
and Slovaks is given only the most superficial treatment.

The reports

deal with historiographic and theoretical topics; the nationality
question in industrial regions; the status of Ukrainians, Magyars,
and Poles in Czechoslovakia; and studies undertaken in other countries.
In the first report, Dan Gawrecki remarks quite openly that thus far
the problem of the Czech-5lovak relationship has not been comprehensively examined in any Marxist-oriented work.

4. Additional documentation of the superior attitude of the Czechs toward
the Slovaks and their cultural institutions may be found in Salzmann
19SO, from which some of the foregoing discussion has been drawn.

The

relationship between the Czech and Slovak languages is the subject of
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Salzmann 1971.
5. What Benes had in mind he expressed in a conversation with Slovak
writers in 1946.
views:

His statement shows some moderation of his earlier

while defending the concept of the unitary state, Benes ad-

mitted the feasibility of regional decentralization, with Bohemia,
Moravia, and Slovakia each possessing its own separate assembly and
executive organs;

and was even ready to accept the possibility of a

somewhat broader jurisdiction on the part of the Slovak legislative
body (recorded in the newspaper Lidova demokracie, Prague, March 9,
1946).

6. By this time, the Slovak Communist party had already experienced
internal pressures insofar as its nationalist orientation ran counter
to the centralist strategy of the Czechoslovak Communist party.

As

early as July 1945, members of the Slovak party's central committee
had to be reminded that their nationalist posture was in conflict
with a "class" point of view.

In other words, the struggle for po-

litical power emerged as more important than a desirable constitutional arrangement which may not have been acceptable to the Czechs.

Two

years later, faced with the growing influence of the Slovak Democratic
party, which received 62 percent of the vote in the May 1946 elections,
Slovak Communists saw little other choice than to play into the hands
of the centralist governnent in Prague.

At the end of July 1948, five

months after the Communist takeover of Czechoslovakia, the presidium of
the Czechoslovak Communist party recommended that its Slovak counterpart dissolve its party as an autonomous body--a recommendation carried
out in September

1948. Subsequently, the Slovak Communist party has
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functioned as a territorial organization, subject to the decisions
of the all-state party organization.

7. No attempt is made here to do justice to the circumstances which gave
rise to the Prague Spring and the fateful days of August 1968; they
are detailed in many articles and books.
8. Quoted from Albert P. Blaustein and Gisbert H. Flanz, eds., Constitutions of the countries of the world--Czechoslovakia, by Gisbert H.
Flanz--(Dobbs Ferry, N.Y.: Oceana Publications, 1974), pp. 76-77.
9. Quoted from Rude pravo, Vol. 51, No. 114, p. 2 (Prague, May 15, 1971).
10. Tables 5-9 are adapted from SindeL~a 1966:211 (who draws on SeluckY
1960); Sindelka 1975:98-100; Statisticka rocenka CSSR 1977:56-57,
40-41, 24-25, 42-43, 58-59, 28-29, 46-47, 62-63, 542, and 552; and
Statisticka rocenka CSSR 1981: 41, 57, 28-29, 46-47, 62-63, 24-25,
42-43, 58-59, 62-63, 46-47, 108, and 353-354.
11. These figures are based on Slovensko: L'ud, Part I (Bratislava: Obzor,
1974), p. 638, and Statisticka rocenka CSSR 1981:108.
12. Quoted from Article 4 of The constitution of the Czechoslovak Socialist
Republic (Prague: Orbis, 1964), p. 18.
13. Quoted from XIV. sjezd Komunisticke strany Ceskoslovenska (Praha:
Svoboda, 1971), p. 68.

14. Without going into the merits of national character studies, there is
little question that some of the cultural differences between the
Czechs and Slovaks, deriving from a full millennium of separate historical experience, continue to be reflected in their basic attitudes
and values to the present day.

Briefly, the Czechs tend to be prag-

matic, orderly (even obsessively so), egalitarian, and future-oriented.
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By contrast, the Slovaks have traditionally put much greater emphasis
on feelings, religion has played a greater role in their lives, they
have been much more prone to recognize and act on socioeconomic differences among people, and their orientation has been toward the present.
It is these and other contrasting value orientations that have created
the popular image in the Czech mind of Slovaks as emotionally unrestrained, untidy, undemocratic, and improvident.

There is some evidence

that over the past two generations, and in particular since World War II,
Slovak value orientations have tended to move in the direction of those
of the Czechs.

This trend may well be in part the reason for another

rather common stereotype held by the Czechs--that Slovak culture is
derivative of their own, and hence inferior.

For a discussion of both

Czech and Slovak value orientations and some empirical data bearing
on the subject, see Salzmann 1970.
15. While it was impossible to locate statistical data concerning the number of works translated from Czech into Slovak and vice versa--one
must keep in mind that the two languages are mutually intelligible-the present writer is reasonably certain that translations from the
Slovak are much more numerous than are translations from the Czech.
See also related discussion in Salzmann 1971:20-21.
16. Instances of this sort could easily be multiplied, especially in the
publishing sphere.

For example, the Slovaks have recently been en-

gaged in the publication of two representative encyclopedic series
dealing with Slovakia--5lovensko (now complete in six volumes [19711980])and Encyklopedia Slovenska (five out of the projected ~ix
volumes have already appeared (1977-1981]).
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A comparable postwar

Czech venture [Ceskoslovenska vlastiveda] was to deal, in seventeen
projected volumes, with Czechoslovakia as a whole.

The text of this

work, which was discontinued (for reasons of ideological purity?) after
the publication of only five volumes, was entirely in Czech.

Accord-

ingly, for the volume on folk culture (Lidova kultura [Vol. III; Praha:
Orbis, 196S]), contributions of the twenty-four Slovak ethnographers
on their own folk culture were translated from the original Slovak
despite the fact that the encyclopedia was to serve the entire Czechoslovak public.
17. By contrast, the number of Czechs resident in Slovakia over the past
twenty years has been almost constant at about 1.1% (Statisticka
rocenka CSSR 1972:102, 1977:97, and 19Sl:92).
lS. Quoted from the source given in note S, above, pp. 105-106.
19. For example, following a speech made during his official visit in
./

1967 to Matica s1ovenska, the venerated Slovak cultural center in
Martin, Novotny was approached by the center's director for a subsidy
to enlarge and modernize the unsatisfactory building; he is reported
to have replied, "Is that really necessary?

Wouldn't it be better to

transfer your papers to Prague?" (Shawcross 1970:127).
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